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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 

(PfpWtBMOt Of RffVffHM) 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 14th Mey, 2001 


S.O. 1075.—Whereat the Joint Secretary to 
the Government of India, specially empowered 
under sub-section(l) of Section 3 of the Preven¬ 
tion of Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psycho¬ 
tropic Substance* Act, 1988 isaued order F. No. 
801|4|2001-PITNDPS dated 11-1-2001 under the 
laid sub-section directing that Shri Sukhdev Singhj 
(® Kala S|o Shri Madan Mohan Singh R|o Village 
Attari, Distt. Amritsar (Punjab) be detained and 
kept ia custody in the Central Jail, Patiala 
(Punjab) with a view to preventing him from ongag- 
in, in dealing of narcotic in future. 

2. Whereat the Central Government has reason 
to believe that the aforesaid person has absconded 
or is concealing himself to that the order cannot 
be executed ; 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of powers con¬ 
ferred by clause (b) of sub-section (1) of Section 
8 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby 
directs the aforesaid person to appear before the 
Deputy Director, Directorate of Revenue InteUi' 
gence (Regional Unit) M-1|C, Green Avenue, 
Amritsar, within 10 days of the publication of this 
cider in the official Gazette. 

IF. No. 801 |4|2001-PITNDPS] 
RAMJEE SINGH, Under Secy. 


tafarJrctwjrvaN 
wftktFSfl, J7W#W, 3001 
(«rom) 

WT.WT. 1076.— mfamre w «ft wmwft % faq 
wg wftr^fem ferort «rmT t f% to mwrr, urerr 
femronft, isea % feint 0 % trm tfetr urwr 
wferfem, i»0i 9 ft ttro 35 <1 yram (1) * 
ww (ii) % mrtfafenr m&ri Yt 

wnt % trm% afewfetn trefa % fen( "tt^nr” #oft % 
wrttr fermfaftm wrefT % wmtfm spntffim trnfr 

I- 

(1) u f sr fl fe m tftwr Hftfsftft ff % fen* 

uvnt %in nft T$»ft; 

(2) w ft rq fan trfaT gb* fart a* % fent mt 4 t 

*m%nm ifaMnfr gft mbm fcrtt 
sfem* 31 at vt tnmr ^0% tg% trfem, 
Jinferv' trr tfWtferv St^UPT ft urn, 

nooie *t nfjrr wt«ft; 


(a) wr ottt pttw; *r 

''iifito ivt; fegfevr wftwifl $rnwrt <1 

foreft % wvnrr %wt 

Tfrftra Ttftv $p# <t irfer gmr mrfr 
«r\*mpr irfhfkftntf fern tnuwr 

ftfhfewn, 1961 0% STTT 33 0% W TO 

(1) % vz srePT uf 4 t, % 
uwu % urw «rt wr% sft %wt qftotr 
nr 5 rfe nftia 4 31 v) stmiT 

w% 7g% «*|40 Tt uftmT wet n% 
(v) tnrtrt irgTfefapp (^j), 10 ftnrot 
xf, swt nw, fPwmT -700071 (w) ttfem, 
tarif-w <7* uWtftwr smtmm fVunr (n) 
WTWfrr tn^ts/mw^T fertsw (tp) 0% 


W*f 

sr^Mtfw tbraf vt mw 

VTO fatrtr WP( 

w. 


mtr 4 t % 

1 . 

^hir itr'T hfasror fttfa 

1 - 4 - 2000 % 


suftfawr^-ioo 

5^-411033 

31 - 3-2003 

3 - 

ipvftiTTf «t^ «farrft, 'BtT 

1 - 4 - 2000 % 


r. finhnr^Tf xt» 

»Ttftitnr- 387 ooi 

31 * 3-2003 

3 . 

arttflw fenrT mm, jmrfir ^sft 

1 - 4 * 2000 % 


wntijwrf -400007 

31 - 3-2003 

4 - 

giflfhnje ftrts lsiw 

1 -V 2000 % 


jrttvmr ^xtffafafat, 12, 
grw Ttr, ftwt? %vtf-10 

31 - 3-2003 


feafat: ufutrfettt tfwiwf Vt fg (HTl? ft Wltft 
| fer t t^rt^r % :pft»fferr»r I5 h rfh 
sffrut Jt ffhrrfhnr W sn^r ’tnt smtfR «rr^w>/ 
snwn: Ptitw (tgr) % nmT«T %nr ^rtwnc Vt 
sr^r?T rf. 1 % »rfferoiT % fan wriirn wft 

tfat srfent trfan, ^rrfa^ sfhrtfnv *p|wpt 
ftvfar wt dt Wt Tifaft 1 

tf. 100/2001/^.^. 203/10/2001- 

WIWTfa.-II] 
Tnfafrtft. snn: nfew 

CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 
New Delhi, the 27th April, 2001 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 1076.— It is hereby notified for general in¬ 
formation that the organisations mentioned below 






vtfalipt* (,1*» 


W 


have been approved by the Central Government for 
the period mentioned against their names, for the 
purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (I) of Section 35 
of the Income tax Act, 1961, read with Rule 6 of the 
Income tax Rules, 1962 under the category 
“Institution” subject to the following conditions:— 

(i) The notified Institution shall maintain 
separate books of accounts for its research 
activities; 

(ii) The notified Institution shall furnish the 
Annual Return of its scientific research acti¬ 
vities to the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific £ Industrial Research, Technology 
Bhawan’, New Mehrauli Road, New Delhi- 
110016 for every financial year on or before 
31st May of each year. 

(iii) The notified Institution shall submit, on 
behalf of the Central Government, to (a) the 
Director General of Income tax (Exemptions), 
10 Middleton Row, 5th Floor, Calcutta- 
700071 (b) the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Research, and (c) the 
Commissioner of Income tax/Dincctor of 
Income tax (Exemptions), having jurisdiction 
over the organisation, on or before the 31st 
October each year, a copy of its audited 
Annual Accounts and also a copy of audited 
Income & Expenditure Account in respect of 
its research activities for which exemption 
was granted under sub-scetion (I) of Section 
35 of Income tax Act, 1961 in addition to the 
return of income tax to the designated 
assessing officer. 


S. Name of the organisation 
No. approved 

Period for 
which Notifi¬ 
cation is 
effective 

1. Lokmanya Medical Research 1-4-2000 to 31-3-2003 
Centre 3I4-B, Chinchwad, 

Pune-411033 

2. Muljibhai Patel Society for 
Research in Ncphro-Urology, 
Dr. Vivendra Desai Road, 
Nadiad-387001 

1-4-2000 
to 31-3-2003 

3. Bharatiya Vid>a Bhawan, 
Kulpati Munshi Marg, 
Mumbai-400007 

1-4-2000 to 
to 31-3-2003 

4. Frcdick Institute of Plant 
Protection & Toxicology, 12, 
Harleys Road, Killpauk, 
Chennai-10 

1-4-2000 to 
to 31-3-2003 


Notes: The notified Institutions ire advised to 
apply in triplicates and Well in advance for renewal 


of the approval, to the Central Government through 
the Commissioner of Income tax/Director of Income 
tax (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies 
of application for renewal of approval shall also be 
sent directly to the Secretary, Department of Scienti¬ 
fic and Industrial Research. 

[Notification No. 100/2001/F.No. 203/19/2001 ITA-IIJ 

XAMLESH C. VARSHNEY, Under Secy. 

"rtfhwfr, 27sriK 2001 

(rtor) 

VT.RT. 10 77:fffcnRTC<>r fft wpwrf) % fan 
*5 trftfSfar f%RT airaT 4 fr tar flwpc, m w nt 
1962 % faspr 6 % smt iroWT 

1961 «tft RTCT 35 fft 3 WTCT (l) % 

n (ii) It traWtm ffrrsdf «fft 

srnr % uruft gfmfaw wufir fan? 'W' ■Wt I 
crtot f-HHfMfi a ff vrcrt I qurdfa- trtjft $: 

(1) qfisrgfsw ot ifjbupt uferfafirut It fan, 
qsru w/V ; 

(2) trfwgf-iw frit ftv fan w* lr fsnj unpft 
dfrrftr tnjtnrw ufflftfsnfr ffr trrfy* 

fofti ai >rt mwr Ttrtr 

trNrw, tonflw tjsr frtxftlW ftrtrw* 

a’tatftrfft w, uftVr vtu, fintft 

( 3 ) trfaflffw fr»f I 7 ? trwrt ffr nv* ft «rrfiw, 
ftT ftroftw qftrvrti fit tmrdr ffr 

s^r vrir It qtTrarr frrft Jwt <rftftwr 
«rrfw tft# fft uftr w»rr tnpft 
ufafaftfut far* tnwr irfafiwu, 

1961 ffr BKT 35 ffr 3UHTCT (l) It 
trfpfa to fft fft, It uiu t 

<rw tfK wrft fft ftwt frfTwr fft ^ 

ufw gftrW 31 fft mtWT Ttffr 

toiw tt tfw writ (fr) qum 

(qe), 10 ftrwqztf Tt 5«ft ttw, 
vwm-700071 (w) ttfwu, linfttfr «pt 
ffttftftlft ftrfTR (u) VTWWK 

srr^Tt/vnftfT ftrlw (re) fft ufjct ftftin 1 


vr iwalfsti frirau ftT fru 

truTtr 


trftn^fWT *mpft | 

1 2 



i- urofTdhrftT1-4-2000 ft 
fflWTfT 277,#ftft*Tlftfr 51-S-7003 
uwlffTH 1 , 
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1 2 3 

2: 4>T $?W V?m* frgf 1-4-1899 If 

SW<?ftirf 31-3-200 3 

H-Vaai M&ufo rt frt xw, 

$ertWfa-jooQ04 

flrsqvfhtRfii^m triff aiY tmnj tfY ^rift $ 
fa t <pprW |g «r^r % ft ?fm ufaut 

if HM 'Mftort ‘t ^ WWi « wnjw/fn^x 

faitW (WT) ^ JTTlUU t &£’ flT¥K <PT STT^TT 

i xpjrffar *r uft?ffaTvr %■ fop; vt«I 34 tft rft^r 
srf^irr uf^r, ultuYfa* Rgwg fa*mr 

*Y tft W ^5ft ^tnnfY l 

*< , 

[ffftrgvrr r® 14 ) 1 / 2001 /^. g. 203 / 19 / 2001 - 

xnuTrfc.-Il! 

<F*r£rer ft, gr”nr, w ufa* 

Now Delhi, the 27th April, 200J 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 1077.—It m hereby notified tor general in¬ 
formation that the organisations mentioned below 
have been approved by the Central Government for 
the period 1 ihentronbd against their names, for the 
phrpos6*ox clause (ii) of xiltwseciion (1) of Section 35 
of the Income tax Act, 196i, read with Rule 6 of the 
Income tax Rules, 1962 under the category “Asso¬ 
ciation'’ subject to the following conditions:— 

(i) The notified Association shall maintain 
separate books of accounts for iis research 
activities: 

if 

(ii) The notified Association shall furnish the 
Allnual'Return of fts scientific research acti¬ 
vities 'to the Secretary, ‘Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Research, ’Technology 
Bhawan’, New Mehrauli Road, New Delhi- 
110016 for every financial year on or before 

31st May of each year; 

) 

(Hi) The notified Association shall submit, on 
behalf of the Central Government to (a) the 
Director General of Income tax (Exemp¬ 
tions), l(i Middleton Row, 5th Floor, Calcutta- 
700071 (b)' the Secretary, Department of 
Scientific 3k Industrial Research, and (c) the 
Couftffissioner of Incoine t&X/Director of 
Income tax (Excmptions), having jurisdiction 
oVer’ffte organisation, on of before the 31st 
October each year, a copy of its audited 
Annual Accounts and also a copy of audited 
Ificome & Expenditure Account in respect 
of its research activities for which exemption 
Was 'granted under sub-section (lj of Section 
33 of Income tax’Act, 1451 in - addition to the 


YAISXHA 5, 193d [Jkm JI—Sbc l(h)l 


return ~ or income tax to the designated 
assessing officer. 


S. Name of the organisation 

No. ’ approved 

Period for 

which Notifi¬ 
cation is 
effective 

i. Astra Zeneca Research Founda- 

1-A2000 to 

dation India No. 277, T, 

31-3-2003 

Chawdiah Road, Malleswaran, 


Bangalore-560003 


2. Society for Health Allied 

1*4-99 to 

Research and Ecuchtiori India, 

3f-3-2002 

Share-India ^5-9-22 , Sarovaf, 


Secretarial Road, 


Hyderabad-500004 



Notes: The notified Associations are'advised to 
apply in triplicates and well in advance for renewal 
of the approval, to the Central Government through 
the Commissioner of Income tax'/Director of Incoine 
tax (Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies of 
application for renewal of approval shall also be 
sent directly to the Secretary, department Of Scientific 
and Industrial Research. 

[Notification No. 101/2001/F.No. 203/19/2001-ITA-II] 
KAMLESH C. VARSHNEY, Under Secy. 

*ifa*fY, Z7fffcfT, 20 OI 

(wum) 

•PT.W. 1078.—Aimw a nw^ T -Cl % friTT 

*1 wffenjfaw faur ^nm % fa %gr gwr xtnm 

fWTTOft, 1962 fariT 6 qS *TT*T Tfet WUPPT 
wftrfjpw, 1961 ^ OTTT 35 fY gTUKT (l) % WJ 
(ii) % tmYfafaw trireuY vr gtfa mu $ 

gpfa gffarfag % fat* "tfpar" $vfY % xEtrnu 
fargfafaw mf % wwfhr «refY |:— 

(1) ufsrflfan »jwr sr-jf arm ri'fMVfYjtfY % fan 

wr mjT aft Tfjfr, 

( 2 ) xrfutjfair ffa fan w % fao urr?ft 

xpjfsmr ufwfirftfdt ih utfu*tr faqY£ 
uftm 31 art fY gtfa hg?r nfaar, 4t»Tfaff 
of afratfw fount, fhaYfafat «T4W, 

R^Vt rfa, «if node «Pt 

R^er qv^yfY 

( 3 ) s'w %gr tfY erf* fr 

ri'lfxTcT 9>T faclTTg trfff^TTft RTim nil 

farfafY sr^gfr $ fr^rrar xpt^ ifar 
Tfrfsrg *nf*pp ^ ft afg ?t«tt *MY 
wggsrw TrfgftrfudY fww trim srftr- 
fa*rar, 1 ee 1 uto 35 ft 3T5jTf (i) 
% xr»rdw iwr ft *nf ft, % g^sr *r 




• wf f wpiw mwnm mm 


jtrr*r a?*Vr tmTtffar 5ft ^ 

*f% Slftvrf 31 tPFfTC «P> JRW TOtr <T$% 
%rrerr «rc srftmr jt% (*) tntpFt: 
*rgTf%Srw (yz), 10 (%«wdfT vf, 5*rr 
FW, 4^1^-7000 71 (<») flMr, $*Tf%T 
^ wfcftMr warfare Mm (*v) 5TW 
frr^fi/wnm fafcvrar (^e) «f) 

1 


w wfffiwsw ^t^tf w*fa Mfa fan 

%. f Fm^HT | 


1 : 

"f>PT ?W" 18, YfaTf* WHTt 
fgffe, %W$- 6 0 0 0 7 9 

2. sfinm vre u %sr%e, 

13 rw ffa, %*r%k- 5 e 0 0 7 6 


1-4*2000% 

31 - 3-2003 

1 - 4 - 2000 % 

31 - 3-2003 


3. MrymrMM tfta 1-4-2000% 

<Bt$ 31 - 3-2003 

^«T^4^Q23 

frwprf): wflsrgMr %w %t *r$ H*rrg tft smft 
fa ^ w^tVt % <rg% % $r nffa uftM 

% *rq% %mf«prrc: % ur% «rfa uumr ■trpj^/xnim 
f%fa* (yz) % otejjtt % %?* *rwrr *> trr3*sf 

I XPJuMt * IT^MV^C*! % fat* SiT^TVT 1% %fa 
nffarf %fa?r, dsifa*? tfa aiWtfipF w^vm fwm 
%> %> %h* %al> i 


[wfsr^rnT%. io?/20oi/?r.g 203/19/2001— 

KWl f%. -II] 

*W%W%t. TTWIlf, *rfa* 


New Delhi, the 27th April, 2001 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.0.1078.— It is hereby notified for gereral in- 
formation that the oiganisations mentioned below 
have been approved by the Central Government for 
the period mentioned against their names, for the 
purpose of clause (in) of sub-section (I) of Section 35 
of the Income-tax Act, 1961, read with Rule 6 of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962 under the category “Insti¬ 
tution” subject to the following conditions:— 

( 1 ) The notified Institution shall maintain 
separate books of accounts for its research 
■activities; 

(ii) The notified Institution shall furnish the 
Annual Return of its scientific reseaich acti¬ 
vities to the Secretaiy, Department of 
Scientific & Industrial Research ‘Technology 
Bbawan’, New Mehrauh Road, New 


&W 


- Delhi-? 1(?G1$ for every financial ygar on 
or before 31st May of each year, 

(iii) The notified Institution shall submit on be¬ 
half of the Central Government, to (a) the 
Director General of Income tax (Exemp¬ 
tion?), 10 Middleton Row, 5th floor, 
Calcutta-700071 (b) the Secretary, Depart¬ 
ment of Scientific & Industrial Research, 
and (c) the Commissioner of Income-tax/ 
Director of Income-tax (Exemptions), having 
jurisdiction over the organisation, on or 
before the 31st October each year, a copy of 
its audited Annual Accounts and also a copy 
of audited Income & Expenditure Account in 
respect of its research activities for which 
exemption was grafted finder sub-section (I) 
of Section 35 of Income tax Act, 1961 in 
addition to the return of income tax to the 
designated assessing officer. 


S. Name of th? organisation 

No. approved 

Period for 
which Notifi¬ 
cation is 
effective 

1. Research Foundation for 

1-4-2000 to 

Jainology, “Sugan House”, 18, 

31-3-2003 

Ramanuja lyef Street, Sowcarpet, 


Chennai-600079 


2. Indian Institute of Management 

1-4-2000 to 

Bannerghatta Road, 

31-3-2003 

Bangalore-560076 


3. Vipasana Research Institute, 

1-4-2000 to 

Green House, Green Street, 

31-3-2003 

2nd Floor, Fort, Mutnbai-400023 


Notes : The notified Institutions 

are advised to 


apply in triplicates and well in advance for renewal of 
the approval, to the Central Government through the 
Commissioner of Income-tax/Director of Income-tax 
(Exemptions) having jurisdiction. Three copies of 
application for renewal pf approval shall also be sent 
directly to the Secretary, Department of Scientific 
and Industrial Research. 

[Notification No. 102/2001 F.No. 203/19/2001 -ITA-II] 
KAMLESH C. VARSHNEY, Under Secy. 

30 Flfa, 2001 

•ft. err. 1079.—srnmft % fbrqr 
* 5 , erfarjNtf faur $ fa afrofata 
%w sCtx. fin? vruwrr «r> tmm wftr- 

faw, i96i am 35 »rma % tfarinM arrwt 
Mritwfa i9G2 % Mr a wu % wtffa Mger 
arfsnrrO |t% 4 ft fcMm % *ffa*r, n,n, mr 
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jfam, vrw ktttt, «rf fawft am sr^ftfor faqr 
^rmt i 


wrr^r frr *rm vnf** 


<Erc:q*fa*Tq-4, i. «tft 

tr^rtfat wm, f«mnT i 

wffa«ft-i leoes 2 . 4T£t xnaifTtr '*WtfT-faT<rf 

^w-stm ^ 4 rr£ i 

3 . STRTTTm ^RPTtT I 

4- sfjfTW'JI tlWf'i 

4 ft Wrt i 

2. fafp nrffer-Pr^ ar<r (i) «m 3 s »r»w <tft 
gtrara (ii) % *<pfa BF 4 r/<fa efk (2) «ra 35 

wft ?jsm («) % sfw% 4 st$ 9 w 1 *Ar faq ^rq 
iWf spjxfhpr faK-rfafaer *wf v RHitfta fctfa 
1-4-2001 w 31-3-2004 w <tft wrfa $ faq ft - 

( 1 ) qt-r6r qsn; qsftqw, q-4, *r?tvirft nr# 
ftrf4V-iioo«5, ^wFtfP 1 if zfarfv* 
fWTfwq^r % fwn *rfa ?m am *pt vr 
q«P tTKn "BWT T«»rT 1 

( 2) atT^r 9 iTT «f tt 1 if Trfafrfaq 

qrrospi'j qff Jpifa fan aa % faq a«rfw 
frfti ufart 30 sja tm fafatr s»Tf«wT*V 
afta^t^rr 1 

( 3 ) ftw 'sc qdfan, q- 4 , arrrrtV am af 

110005 f«r xTftr q* *~r sftv 
Tifaq’r At #r frnT-Tfrf&tct nwt 

At qv nfa ?rat gafmr xmrFT trqm aft 
3 -si aq amraar At qv nfa ?r m 30 
sjq tr* faffttr suftmAt ait a^r 1 

( 4 ) a? srqqfar fafftn snfa*ST(t at a?rfm 

a wwtfta faqr nuri & artr afe riwwr 
^ttwt *Fn st vt aura % arfm 

faaraT^aar| i 

[wftnjw n. 104/2001/w.*. 203/23/2001- 

smmfa. II] 

aa^arst. qrwfa, wrr afaa 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001. 

S.0.1079-—It is notified for general information 
that the institution/Association mentioned below 
and its programme given hereunder have been 
approved by the Secretary, Ministry of Environment 
aad Forests, Government of India, New Delhi, 
hci ng the prescribed authority under Rule 6 AAC 


of the Income-tax Rules, 1962, for the purposes of 
section 35CCB of Income-tax Act, 1961. 

Name of the Institution/ Programme 
Association 

People for Animals I. Establishment of animal 
A-4, Maharani Bagh, hospital/Shelter 
New Delhi-110065 2. Vehicle based mobile animal 

care unit. 

3. Establishment of bear 
Saultuories 

4. Establishment of animal 
_ welfare training institute. 

2. Both the approvals accorded by the prescribed 
authority namely (i) to the Institution/Association 
under sub-section (2) of section 35CCB and (ii) to 
the programmes under sub-section (I) of section 35 
CCB are valid for the period from 1-4-2001 to 
31-3-2004 subject to the following conditions: 

(i) People for animals, A-4, Maharani Bagh, 
New Delhi-110065 shall maintain a separate 
account of the donation received by it for the 
activities mentioned in para 1 above. 

(ii) The People for animals shall furnish progress 
reports of the programmes as mentioned in 
para 1 above to the prescribed authority for 
every financial year by the 30th June every 
year. 

(iii) The People For Animals, A-4, Maharani 
Bagb, New Delhi-110065 shall submit to the 
prescribed authority by the 30th June every 
year a copy of the audited annual accounts 
showing the total income and expenditure and 
liabilities and a copy of each of these docu¬ 
ments sent to the concerned Commissioner 
of Income-lax. 

(iv) The approval is subject to the continued 
satisfaction of the prescribed authority and 
may be withdrawn with retrospective effect 
: f considered necessary. 

^Notification No. 104/2001/F.No. 203/23/2001 /IT A.Ilj 
KAMLESH C. VARSHNEY, Under Secy. 

3dwK 2001 

frr.srT. 1080 :tflHTsrn: a T 4ft ntffnrft % faq 
33 ? fa*TT $ fa FX'CX BTCT 

fatpTTT?ft, 1962 % fom 2T % ft* 'Tfofl VUt^ 

xrfsrfaw, 1961 4ft ttm 10 ( 23 - 79 ) % qdmfa 

fit faafan T 3 2002-200 3 , 200 3-2004 3 tTT 2004 - 
2005 «tr faq xffa 3 it TtferfatT 4 ft 

jftfar ftwr »wt ft 1 ' 


a CM)] 

!.—itW" ■= i iir-rsaTS 

2 «r? wwfaaw w fa % wfaw ft f% 

(1) w/fafafaw tow wtwto fwwrowfa, 
i »«2 % farror aw % tow TfwT *nw\ 
falrffaW, 1861 faHTTT 10(23-3) % TO*fa 
% to^wt fan far swto w^rror w^tt i 

( 2 ) fa* wttot fa TOjfaww wifrr Sr %fa «rfw 

TOw/fafaffar tow — 

(v) wwifa^wwiriw gfwro fa fafa ttott ww 
to ftm ft, far 

(9) wrn wfftfa to tw-tww *rfa tot, % ?twt 
w.tto: fromwfa, 1962 % front ar % 
TOfrot w (7) 8 K, *twr ^rf^rr - fafa 

«TT, ^ 9Wi fa %wt Tfafa wfa 

TOi^i ft, wwwi 

(«r) Witto: fawnwfa, i »62 % from 2 * % 
TOfront (7) btti wto *r^ 1 m %rrr tOwi 
ffat# S*$T *tfa TOTT ft I 

3. TOpttftrcr w Rm ft — 

ftfaTOW TOTORltTOT TITO wft fa , 
TOT faff, fofaff TWT, fa fa W)WT TOT, TOtfa, 
fawr-403001 fa swWt, fan % 48 farrwrr to- 
ffWTOffffa* TOTT we 1 

[wfa^TOTT ff 105/2OOl/TO W 205/1 51/99- 

wnmfw-II, wrw-II] 
TOfavrfa nwfw, wwrtrfaw 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001 

S.G.108Q.—It is notified for general information 
that enterprise, listed at para (3) below has been 
approved by the Central Government for the purpose 
of section 10(23G) of the Income-tax Act, 1961, 
read with rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962, 
for the assessment years 2002-2003, 2003-2004 and 
2004-2005. 

2. The approval is subject to the condition that: 

(i) the enterprise/industrial undertaking will 
conform to and comply with the provisions 
of section 10(230) of the Income-tax Act, 
1961, read with rule 2E of the Income-tax 
Rules, 1962; 

(Ij) the Central Government shall withdraw this 
approval if the enterprise/industrial under¬ 
taking; 

(a) ceases to carry on infrastructure facility; 
or 

(b) fails to maintain books of account and 
get such accounts audited by an accoun¬ 
tant as required by sub-rule (7) of rule 
2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962, or 
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(c) fails to furnish the audit report as re¬ 
quired by sub-rule (7) of rule 2E of the 
Income tax Rules, 1962. 

3. The enterprise approved is—48 MW Com¬ 
bined Cycle power plant at Sancoale, Goa of M/s 
Reliance Salgaonkar Power Company Ltd. Kamat 
Centre, 2nd Floor, D.B. Bandodkar Marg, Panaji, 
Goa-403001. 

[Notification No 105/2001/F.No. 205/151/99-ITA-1I 

Pt.II] 

KAltfLESH C. VARSHNEY, Under Secy 

«rft ffafa, so w$w, aoei 
TO.WT.1081 TOfaTTOTW if) WTWTOfa% fat* fa 

wfw^frorfTOri toot ft fa far wttotittt frorroafaV, 

l962%f*PPT 2T% TOW TfsiT WTTTO ttfsfam, 1861 
fa WITT 10(233} %lffawwfa TOC fawtew W 200 2r 
2003, 2003 2004 fat 2004-2005 % fair %TT 
( 3 ) % wfarfror wfar fa WTfafto fan ttt ft i 

2 fa wT rftro ftr fa % wfanftfa — 

(i) ffTOrfafafw TOW STPT'TO ffawnfa, 1962 

%from 2T % tow qffa wrwc wfwffarw, 
lBsifaffru 10 ( 333 ) % TOwfa % totto 
fan far TOTO TO^TTTOT faro , 

(ii) far WTTOT fa W^TOTOT nftw W fat Wff 
wror/fafafaw TOW •— 

(w) wfffacwwrtw wft wrft towt tot to 

fan ft; fat 

(9) arm faftfa to Tamnw fat toto ft wwr 
WTWTO ffawrfat, 19 62 % from 2ff % TO 
front( 7 ) im twt wfawer froft wwtt 
btct ®Ttft fa fan 4 Owi fat totrtt ft, 
WWWT 

(w) WTTTO ffarowfa, 1962 % ffaw 2P % 

ywf-Tnw ( 7 ) fro wwrw^fwjr fan qfa«r 
frifts TOgtr fat toto ft 1 

3. P WWR fTOTTW (iJW faT TOlf ) S3TT WT^t 

frorta? 12 - 2 - 2001 % 'rfarow Trrom w 30/2001 

% fa?r frTOTOw ^TNrnrftr , ffatw tot, fa ttt 

ffa TftTO T«1T?T TIT TOT TOW, TOfa TTOt-400013 
TO WTTOT T(TT|fwtrT HWR TO% Wlfa «?fa-I fa Tfr- 
WtWTO 1 Tnp W^Wtftw TOW ft I 

[wftnjTWTOW 1 06/200 lj205/77/2000-WIWTO Pt.II] 
TOtfar fa Wrifat, TOTT fafa 


wtrsrwr w ;fa 3 e,aea i/ 4 w 5,1 e2 3 
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New Delta, thb 30th April, 2001 

S.O. 1081.—It is notified for general information 
that the enterprise, listed at para (3) below has been 
approved by the Central Government for the purpose 
of section 10f23GVof the Income-tax Act, J961, read 
with rule 2E of the. Income-tax Rules. 1962, .for the 
assessment years 2Q01-2002, 2002-2003 and 2003-2004, 

2. The approval is subject to the condition that— 

(i) the enterprise Will conform to and comply 
with the provisions of section 10(230) of the 
Income-tax Act, J961, read with rule 2E of 
the Income-tax Rules, 1962; 

(ii) the Central Government shall withdraw this 
ttpproVal if the enterprise:— 

(a) ceases to carry on infrastructure facility; 
or 

(1>) fails to maintain books pf. account and 
get such accounts audited by an accoun¬ 
tant as reqUifed by sub-rule (7) of rule 
2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962; or 

(c) fails, to fUrnish the audit report as re¬ 
quired by su^-ruie (7) of rule ZE of the 
Income-tax RdlUs, 1962. 

3. The enterprise approved ia project f of in¬ 
frastructure provider category t of M/s Reliance 
Infooojn .Limited 2nd Fldor,* Shree Ratrt Mill Pre¬ 
mises, Ganpatrao Kftdam Marg; .Worth , JMumbai- 
400013 vide Registration certificate No. 30/2001 dated 
12-2-2001 issued by the Department of Telecommuni¬ 
cation (Basic services group). 

(Notification No. „ 106/2001/205/77/2000 ITA-IT] 
KAMLESH C. VARSBNEY, Under Secy, 

30«0f< [ SffiOT 

VT.3tr. 1082 arrwtfr % it? 

ft NT urnrt ft fry tnttTt trnm faimmft, 
1962 %“ 21P, % bw ffetr wtwt crfefhuu, 

1961 xft urn 10(23-3) % wf i amrf err-fksffcff 
2002-2003, 2003-2004 afft 2004-2.QQ5 %. 

3 if 3fWllW Wr ftl 

2. if? vnf % ft ■— 

(i) VmjsWtffy. ITT* WTWT PwqWft , 
19 62 % falHT 2W % UT*f ufet ttlWr 
1961 am io(23-®) % 

i , • I' , *i' ' ’ • ' ‘’77"* 

; 




(ii) %b? trOfifr u? ?rWt eft 

tvm / arliithni xt'ppu' —*- 

(r) gfaw wrfr tutat tv 

(’j) mar yfftTi vn w-TarTu emir ft 

WfrnM 1962 % fro 2S. % 

4 4 fn M H ( 7) ITtT U*TT trt fWd fw>+ft ^TUTT* 

vrt sm vtti q-fWrr mff 

vwr ft; 

(ir) WBrtfr 1002 % four ( 21 *) % 

jvf- r dn (7) 3 ttt nurr tOwt 

fvfti w$f amn ft 1 

3. ft ■- 

ft fdypT am srnft famv 12-12-93% 

% qwptur fiww ftr., 

m, IV/, 222 5rfrtrum»j ^ 4^-400021 

am umr, fa?rc, f?nrpw stiff, uwr utvr, gtront srevr, 
ryafmT, qfwft afar* *r ft^tTrVranaiff tDfWf 
sfh 18-3-97% rrmUA % 

war % font 1 

(yftr^PTTH. 107 / 2001 /iBT. *r. 2®3)3/»8-wrim 1 

vhf 1] 

tft tWf, ^rfWw 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001 

S.O. 1082.—It is notified for general information 
that enterprise, listed at para (3) below has been 
approved by the Central Government fpr the purpose 
of section J0(23G) of the Income-tax Act, 1961, read 
with rule 2E of the Ineame-tax Rules, 1962, for the 
assessment years 2002-2003, 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 

2. The approval is subject to the condition that— 

(i) the enterprise/industrial undertaking will con- 
fiortn to and comply with tile provisions of 
section 10(23G) of the Income-tax Act, 1961, 
read with rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, . 
1962; 

(ii) the Central Government shall Withdraw this 
approval if the enterprise/indukrial Under¬ 
taking :— 

(a) ceases to carry on infrastructure facility; 
or 

(b) fails to maintain books qf account and 
get such accounts audited by an accoun¬ 
tant as required by sub-rule (7) of rule 
2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1*962; or 

(c) finis to furnish the audit report as requi¬ 
red by sub-rule (7) pf rule 2E of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962. 
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3. The enterprise approved is Cellular Mobile 
Telephone Services in Assam, Bihar, Himachal 
Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, N. E., Orissa, West 
Bengal under the licence dated 12-12-1995 and Tele¬ 
phone Service in Gujarat Service Area by M/s. 
Reliance Telecom Limited, 3rd Flood, Maker Cham¬ 
bers TV, 222 Nariman Point, Mumbai—400 021 under 
the licence dated 18-3-97, issued by the Department 
of telecommunication. 

[Notification No. 107/2001/F. No. 205/3/98- 

TTA-IT, Vol. 1] 
KAMLESH C. V. ARSHNEY, Under Secy. 

froft, 30 2001 

to.w. 108 3.—t to wk% froj toc 

fTOTT TOrtT 1% %?? u'4TO7 5TPTTO! fnq +11 q; 
1-062 % fTOPT 2? % HT«T qfsct TTPTTO wfafTOPT,, 
1961 STITT 10 ( 23-®) $ TO PrtrftTT TO 

2002-1003, 2003-2004 3fk 2004-2005 % fsTq 

Qxi 3 % HfkrfiTOT TOTTO %t SFJHlfed TOrft $ I 

2. h? TOTukr to rr?f % idrfbr | f% : — 

(i) TOTH/aftotfrop TO®H WPTTO fTOTTOTOft, 

1962 % faro 27 % upt qfer stotto 
T fftrfTOR, 1961 %t srrrr 10 ( 23 -®)% 
TOHfff % TOTO aftr TOTO TITOTOTH 
arr%7TT ; 

(ii) %HT TOTOT TT^HlTO TOfTO 

HTO/sfkftfTOT TOT 

(%) TOHTOPTT7TOT ^fatTT %t TOT) TTOfT TO 

to: %tt | ; ark 

(sr) TO TO H%ff TO TTOTTOH TOOT § TOTT 
TOHTO fTOHTTOft, 1962 % f%TO 27% TO- 
f%TOT( 7) 5J7T TOT TOffTOT f%# S l TOTOT 

nu <?% tot) TO %ro q-dsn nTO totto fc, 

(h) hthto fromroft, 1962 % fron 2 t % 

TOftro ( 7 ) BTTF TOT %TO TOtTO 

fritz sreg/r toto $1 

3. HTOT/afkftfro TO TOT fa* TO ^ TOT f 

(i) frTOTOH JjfrfM'iW TOTO f%., 

3TT TOT, #TO 222 HffTOT qT^Z, 

UTOf- 400021 TO - 47 0 +bi iq IZ TO 1 TO-TT- 

HTITOT %fTOT TO-TOftm qfro qtTOfZ 
(TO. H. 205/40/98- TOTTO fw. II, TOH-II) 

(il) frTOFH T?TO f%., 37T TOT, %TO 

^■r^IV, 222 'TflTOT TO7[*T 21 TO TORTH 

% 2 x 250 sbtttoz to tototto kqropTOsrrfrr 
toPt .qfro h?tr (to. h. 205 / 150 / 99 - 
TTTOTO fa. -II, tsfa-II) 

(iii) HHtf fr-fTTOH %1 €h Pi- zrffafH fa., 3TT 
TOT, % TO ^rTO -IV 222 Hffan TO^Z 
TOTl-400021 ffTTT HTOPT HfTTOTH TOt 
1424 0112001—2. 


% HT*T fenfa 15 faTOTO, 1998 % TOR % 

wHpfH faHW/qfrrfaTO ark %fqz?r qtz TO tohTh i 
(TO H 205/48/9 8-3TTHTO fp UjTOT II) 
[wfu-yTOTTH. 108/2001/TO.H 205/40/98- HTHTO 

fp. TT/hthTT] 
qprkr rfr, hto nfro 
New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001 
S.O. 1083,—It is notified for general information 
that enterprises/industrial undertakings, listed dt para 
(3) below have been approved by the Central Govern¬ 
ment for the purpose of section 10(23G) of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961, read with rule 2E of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962, for the assessment years 
2002-2003, 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 

2. The approval is subject to the condition that—■ 

(i) the enterprise/industrial undertaking will con¬ 
form to and comply with the provisions of 
Section 10(23G) of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
read with rule 2E of the Income-tax Rules, 
1962; 

(ii) the Central Government shall withdraw this_ 
approval if the enterprise/industrial under 
taking :— 

(a) ceases to carry on infrastructure facility; 

or 

(b) fails to maintain books of account and 
get such accounts audited by ttn ttccoun- 
tant as required by sub-rule (7) of rule 
2E of the Income-tax Rules, 1961; or 

(c) fails to furnish the audit report as re¬ 
quired by sub-rule (7) of rule 2E of th 
Income-tax Rules, 1962, 

3. The enterprises/industrial undertakings appro¬ 
ved are :— 

(i) 470 MW Combined Cycle Captive Co¬ 
generation Power Project of M/s. Reliance 
Utilities and Power Limited, 3rd Flood, 
Maker Chambers IV, 222 Nariman Poin 
Mumbai—400 021. (F. No. 205/40/98-ITA- 
II, Part II). 

(ii) 2x250 MW Jamnagar Petcoke based Ther¬ 
mal Power Station in Gujarat of M/s. Reliance 
Power Limited, 3rd Flood, Maker Chambers 
IV, 222 Nariman Point, Mumbai—21. (F 
No. 205/156/99-ITA-II, V<?1. I). 

(iii) Project of construction/laying and use of 
Captive Port under agreement dated -15th 
September, 1998 with Gujrat Maritine Board 
by M/s. Reliance Ports and Terminals Limi¬ 
ted, 3rd Floor, Maker Chambers IV, 222 
Nariman Point, Mumbai—400 021. (F. No. 
205/48/98-ITA-TI, Part II). 

[Notification No. 108/2001/F. No. 205/40/98- 

ITA-II, Part II ] 
KAMLESH C. VARSHNEY, Under Secy 
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(mf«w wrtf Tvm) 

(ifVr jwft) 

ff£ ftM), l »r£, 2001 

«RT-9fT. 1084-—ffKcffr fcarfa-ffUrnT #47 fffffftlR, 1081 (l981 «PT 28) HTTT 6 4?t ^SKT ( l) % 

(r) jTrnrew nfwrt < 4 tt topt ^ §tt %^ur tor, fffRfrfaff 4 ft i fff, 2001 Ti 

Wfffff % ffftr KTRjfar faffTff-snJRT #47 % fffitffT % ff<T J( 'TTfJTff 4777ft |:— 

1. sft«nr.«ft.*roft, % JrfafajR, i 98 nfttjm e(i)(¥.)(ii) 

ffwpjrafk sprit %sr*ff7:«T Jr 

' -a 

2. »ff qff. tft. m, —•nfl— 

tfk swar 
#47 »rfo *rfro^ r 

3 . «ft 5 %Tift.tnir j r, 
sft i fen:(^inwr) 
xtft ?^r ^rf»p jwtfiFRT, 
ffrtft fipufargm 

4. Vl Off. ffEET —4lft— 

JHFSr TTPTOElcTT 

sr«w, fcr qffiff-T 

qn^wnr, 

5. tt. fowtffcr trtffff, —T?fr— 

sfl%n: hrjr firm*!, 

foftft 

6. rf. ffffl'jfr^W T^ffTffTTff —ff^t— 

fffffsp, OTTMWT, 

q,fturit ffa 4(4 

(JT4Tf>ff iw), ^r, 

*r?rn'5 [911. ff. 7/1/97#t.srY- 1 ] 

T#*T "RT, 3Tff< fff*4 

(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1084.—la exercise of the powers conferred by clause (e) of Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Export 
Import Bank of India Act, 1981 (28 of 1981), the Central Government hereby nominates the following persons as 
Directors of Export Import Bank of India for a period of thtce years commencing on 1 st May, 2001 ; 

1. Shri R.V. Shastri, Tn pursuance of Section 6(1) (e) (ii) of the Export 

Chairman and Managing Director, Import Bank of India Act, 1981 

Canara Bank 

2. Shri S.C. Basu, -do- 

Chairman and Managing Director, 

Bank of Maharashtra 


ffTCfiff fafffa-arriffir fffttfm, 1 os 1 <ftffrcr fi(i) (».) (iii) 

^WTffTff Jr 
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fwrll—3 (ii)j 

3. Shri Pulin B, Nayak, 

Professor of Economics, Delhi School of Economics, 
University of Delhi. 

4. Dr. S. Chandra, 

Management Consultant,Chairman, 

Pan Asian Management Foundation, 

New Delhi 

5. Dr. Vinayshil Gautam, 

Prof., Management Department 
Indian Institute of Technology, 

Delhi. 

6. Dr. Budhajirao Raghunathrao Mulik, 

Vice-President, 

Asian Association of Agril. Engg. (Soil and Water), 
Pune, Maharashtra. 


*i a *rf, 2001 


>PT.wr. toss.—4=5 (sraht m* swH ^r- 

Jtsr) nAw, 1970 % w 3 if (1) % urn 

trffer atfufr (gqw vr srfa ttf *pr^r) 

1970 *f> ura 9 ^Tsrm (3) srcr 
iPTctT nrflpprt *r smrir «rm jit %^fpr «wrt, 
jkt famfafsnr mlkur g 2001 it tfbnNr 
tft srarftr % fwcr *k wfa irater *r trumfpPF fa- 

HTfrr?T £ :— 


1 . 


2 


Cn 

faStTO, 

*prtra ik^T qt?; fir. 

famm irrm, 

209 $■¥> l^Yl %llT tm, 

VPTrT fa? lk % limit, 

^k^M-4000?'3 


twt vt war n vyi sm- 
TW) wfafkm 1970 
sra 9 

( 34 ;) ?rr«T qfsci - 
tt-strt ( 3 ) 

(sr) % srjiDmii 1 


<sft *ttt urt* Tmkr tm —Tk— 

trfkr wr, fro *fk mrm 
wftmmr 51 * it ifmr^t 


irimk- 4 2 2 6 0 5 , »nr$HT^n: 

R$rcp$ 1 


[in. it. 9 / 17 / 2000 -ift.wt.-I(i)] 

xtm tt«tt nftm 


New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 
S.O. 1085.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking Com¬ 
panies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertaking) 
Act, 1970 read with sub-clause (1) of Clause 3 of the 


In pursuance of Sectioa 6(1) (e)(iii) of the Export-Import 
Bank of India Act, 1981 


-do- 


-do- 


-do* 


[F. No. 7/1/97-B.O.-I] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 


Nationalised Banks (Management A Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central Government, 
hereby nominates the following persons as part-time 
non-offidal directors of Bank of Baroda for a period 
of three years with'affect from 8th May, 2001 ;— 


1. Shri Piyush Goyal, 
Director, 

Gujarat Poistra Port Infra¬ 
structure Ltd., 

Pipavav House, 

209, Bank Street Cross 
Lane, 

Off. Shyahid Bhagat Singh 
Road, Fort, 

Mumbai—400 023. 


In pursuance of 
clause (h) of sub¬ 
section (3) read with 
Sub-section (3A) of 
Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and 
Transfer of Under¬ 
takings) Act, 1970. 


2. Shri Bapusahcb Namdevrao —do— 

Gulvepatil, Advocate, 

Agriculturist and Social 
Worker, 

Ashiyana Housing Society, 

At Post Tal., 

Sapgamner—422 605 
(Ahmednagar), 

Maharashtra, 


[F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O.I. (i)] 
RAMESH- CHAND, Under Secy. 


fseift, s »rf, 2001 

urimi. 1 oae.-Tmjk ftr (tm? tm tj*t5usr) ufar, 
1970 % wv 3 % otvt (1) % irm'Tfoff <Mufr 
wft (-muri w^=f CTf k=rcm) sffstPmm, 197,0 
tfrcr 9 vt (3) ito srfvwf «m 

srrfm jit, kffrir urntm, nwm fcmfarvtr 
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qrf 8^ f , 2 0 01 % rffa ^ f?rq 

tip tfan ?t smrniffirm m 

?r rrrfaff qrqft | :— 

1. sfr q^rpr TTfiPTrcR 1 frp'pfr IqrmrffTmfr (g<r~ 

f'RF fqffirrr mr ffirRT wt qq FFq qd m- 

2-sft, vn) srfaftm, 1970 

'TFft srren, (T.) g-TTT 9 *pt ^TtlTTT 

ij^rt-so (3tf) % ?rwqfs5r 

OT-Erm ( 3 ) 

(sr) % *f 1 

2. *ft ^ft'T? —ffiJq— 

qMt Ffaq qd Tq^ft 'TtrFrfcRrr, 

7 2j %rrrrfr 

IT7T. tr?r. mrHFR Jir»f, ^TTTc?r, 

^'7 

[qq. f. 9/17/2000^1. aft-T(ii)J 

TJntnq^, !ttt 


198 o qfl (tm 9 qft ^rsrm ( 3 ) arm vffiwd) «pr 
jpfpr qrrd ^q %'Ttq 1 fwr, qtriSTtT fdFrfsrfdRT Kridmfr 
qfr 8 Ft, 2001 f dPr qd qF FFfd d? f*rq4 .ThT<?R 
tqr if «TWff?W fH<lw dt qq F FtfFF 

^fl | :— 


1. «fl^F? l W, 

Ffaqwr, ’*073 m f^ff 

fFBJTFF, 

127, ^TE^on:, 

Ff fdetft I 


qiqdl (sf- 
FFf BFT Epfo 1121 FF- 
TFl) srfafdFF, 1980 
qft trrtr 9 qft gqtarrcT 
(3TT) % FTF 3F- 
Erm ( 3 ) %*#¥(3r) 
% f’Jftf F 1 


2. «fl fo? f#t, r -?rtF— 

sFFFTdt, 

645 F>F4j<?f TF FlF 1 *!, 

TFT J7 $z | 

[qn.F. 9/17/2000-dt sfl. -I(iii)] 

rim =®par, fft Ffaq 


New Delhi, the 8 th May, 2001 

S.O. 1086,—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking Com¬ 
panies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertaking) 
Act, 1970 read with sub-clause (1) of Clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970, dhc Centra] Government, 
hereby nominates the following persons as part-time 
non-official directors of Bank of India for a period 
of three years with effect from on 8th May, 2001 : 


1, Shri Pahjaj Nanikram 
Nibalanj, 

Film Producer & 
Distributor, 

2-B, Two roses Housing 
Society, 

Pah Road, 

Bandra (W), 

Mumbai-50. 

2. Sbri Shripad Ramachandra 
Halbe, 

Company Secretary and 
Corporate Consultant 
72, Nemani Building, 

N. St Patkar Marg, 
Chowpatfy, 

Mumbai-7 


In pursuance of 
clause (h) of sub¬ 
section (3) read with 
sub-section (3A) of 
Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and 
Transfer of Under¬ 
takings) Act, 1970. 

-do- 


New Dc'h', the 8th May, 2001 

S,tX 1087 —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sab-section (3) 'of Section 9 of the Banking Com¬ 
panies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertaking) 
Act, 1980 rerad with Sub-clause (1) of Clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1980, the Central Government, 
hereby nominates the following persons as part-time 
non-official directors of Corporation Bank for a 
period of three years with effect from on 8th May, 
2001 : 


In pursuance of 
clause (h) of sub¬ 
section (3) read with 
sub-section (3A) of 
Section 9 6f the 
Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and 
Transfer of Under¬ 
takings) Act, 1980. 

2. Shri Surinder Singh Bhasin, -do- 

Businessman, 

645, Faithful Ganj Market, 

Kanpur Cantt 

[F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O.-I. (iii)] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 


1. Shri Shailendra Swamp, 
Advocate, 

Supreme Court qf India, 
J27, Sunder Nagar, 

New Delhi. 


[F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O--1. (ii)] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 

Ff 8 hi, 2001 

qrr.srr. i087.--(FdtfqFsppur^FdF) 
"pbr, 1980 % tJTf 3 % -TT&S (l) & FtF ffeF 
Uhtf .7rff (t r"Frt ttj qhqf wiPm 


Ftfawft, 8 Ft, 20 01 

Tr.srr. t oss.—dd? (qdtr qd srqF«r 3 ffet) 

1970 % mr 3 % FWS ( l) % FTF 

37/1 qtq-f) (m ) trfdfqqF, 

1 9 70 qft URT 9 Tt 31-8RT( 3) flTT Stfaerdf TT FFTF 

jq, % ? fru F7U7 q?r?am ^ftcrat 



[*TW U—X*j3 (»)] 


mW *rrroniM< ftp o o ma 


%t 8 r£, 2001 flf ?fY?r q«r%f wqftr% f^rn; firfa%? 
3% Jr aRrRnrfw iR-^roFKY fq^rnfr % i?r Jr Rffaq 
RReft | .— 


222? 

*p't 8 *rf, 2001 Jt rft?r trqitr% ftr? fasnrr 
Jr 3TWrfH^r RT-RTKTrt % kr r qrfRq 
*PT5ft t — 


i «ft kTm'"V< fJr$ *jfY, 

2 , R*JTT qYf, 
sr*rjTHft, 

R^ ftM I 


2. «t frtfR *(?rir wki, 
wsw, % 7ft R>/ 
tr WTf tft tt i, 

242, %f\, 

faM-7 


^RrCt RN^t (wsfmt 
tt Rrr or armcur) 
wfqfaw, 19 7 0 %f ’JTTT 

e %> rRstp-j ( 34 ;) 

% RTR qfeq RR-tJTTT 

(3} % RT¥ ( 5 r) % 

R^RTR Jr I 

—qlq— 


[$1 IT 9/17/2000— 3 ft -I(iv)] 
trvt rrj, *prc nfqq 


New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S.O. 1088.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking Com¬ 
panies (Acquisition and transfer of Undertaking) 
Act, 1970 read with sub-cTauiC (1) of Clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Bariki (Management & Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central Government, 
hereby nominates the following persons as part-time 
nOn-officiaJ directors of Syndicate Bank for a period 
of threo years Commencing on 8th May, 2001 : 


1. 


Shn Bhupinder Singh Sun, 
Businessman, 

2, Mathura Road, 
Jangpura-B, 

New Delhi. 


In pursuance of 
clause (h) of sub¬ 
section (3) read with 
sub-sect 1 on (3 A) of 
Section 9 of tbe 
Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and 
Transfer of Under¬ 
takings) Act, 1970. 


2- Dr. Sudarshan Kumar -do- 

Khantla, 

Ex-Chairman, UGC/AlCTE, 

242, Vivekanand Pun, 

Deihi:7 


1 sft jtcr 

(41^ RiRRm 

Rm fqqm, 

TTPTrqrr RPT, RW 2%|t, 
(qqrrje?') 


Sfiqfft ('JRRRT 

R?r 5r% rpr st^) 

irFafnhh, 1 980 afqr 

9 %t rrRrt ( 3*p) 
% rTr qfistr RR-ttirr 
(3) % <ar» (or) % *pj- 
rtr Jr 1 

—tr&r— 


2 frnSr, 

tjiirj* RtfV, <r.sr afa 

'JcT'jf RRTT, 

ft-6 2/7 2, OT$ ORB ^ 

R$Y fq^R, <B3T-l, tVc^fY I 


[W. »T 9 /1 7 /2000—ft qY,-I(v))J 

w, w *r?qq 


New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S <X 1089,—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking Com- 
panies (Acquisition and Transfer of Unortaking) 
Act, 1980 Jead- with sub-cJatksC'O) of Clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1980, the Central Government 
hereby nominates the f oh owing persons as part-time 
non-officiaj directors of Vijaya Bank for a period of 
three years commencing Oh 8!h Mdy, 2007 : 


I. Shri Babuseth Tyre wala 
(Babu Kambafath 
Subramuniam), 
Businessman, 

Paver Nivas, 

Savafkaf Mirg, 

Vasant Tekkady, 

Ahmednagar, 

(Mahhiftsfifra). 


In pursuance of 
clause (h) of sub¬ 
section (3) read with 
sub-sectioh {3'A)' of 
Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies 
(Acquisition- and 
Transfer of Under¬ 
takings) Act, 1980. 


[ F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O.-I. (iv) ] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under SCcy. 

fqwft, 8 R£, 2001 

qrrxrr io89 —TpsftRf'R ^ (rru nq gqqn) 
Mr, 1980% 3% rrst (t) % rtr qfsq 3Rwr(t 

%R?ft (RRRVRt *FT R^Rt>q 3RRR) RfafRRR, 1980 
ft HITT 9%t gRarcr ( 3) 5TTT RRxt tffpRRt *PT RRYr 
ftxT % f ^tR RTTR, tJRTSTT.r, FnRfYrfeq srFfrY 


2. SmL Sukhda Mishra, 
Ex-Miflister, U.P. and 
ExrM.P., 

B-62/72, IFS Flats, 
Mayur Vihar, 

Phasc-I, 

Delia 


-do- 


tF. No, 9/17/2000-B.O.-I.(v)J 
RAMESH GHAND, Under Secy. 
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Tinr. 109 o .—(srst oft wa) 

44ftq, 1970 % 3% 44^4 ( 1) %qrft ifSfT 

44ft) (444.4) ¥) qftqqft 3ftR"t) qfafqqq, 19 70 
qft tim 9 4ft w.t (3T) qft 34 hrt3% 

(q) 3RT HSU Srfarft) 44 44)4 4?4ft §q, %f£)q 

¥H7pn;, qa^am ft) fq? fftqft), fqu qft wre- 
qrftt, bwst, faqr srmq (qrqRuq) ft) sqf, 2001 ft 
cfr^r qft <1 qqfa % fftq *fyqq ftbRftVq 3 ft? % ftti 
if ajurnfaqi fa-trc^rf) fatuq; % qq if qrfqq 4Rft) 

I 1 

[qRT. ?r. 9/i7/200o-aft.ait.-I(vi)] 
qftq qqr qfftq 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S.O, 1090-—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (h) of sub-section (3), sub-section (3A) of 
Section 9 of the Banking Companies (Acquisition and 
Transfer of Undertaking) Act, 1970 read with sub- 
clause (1) of Clause 3 of the Nationalised Banks 
(Management & MjsceOaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970, the Central Government, hereby nominates Shri 
Himmat Singh Singhvi, Farmer and Businessman, 
Chliabra, Distt. Baran (Rajasthan) as a part-time 
non-official director on the Board of Indian Overseas 
Bank for a period of three years with effect from 8th 
May, 2001. 

[F. No.- 9/17/2000-B.O.I. (vi)] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 

qf 15 qs, 2001 

jpf.wr. 1091 .—$wft fafftqqq srfafrm, 1949 
(194944 10 ) 4ft UR) 56 % q)*t 4fZ4 UR) 

53 5R) 50RT riftffqt 44 94)4 4Rft §q q44?R, 

BTCftq $41 4ft fftfirffts) 44 ftfaq) 4Rfti | ftp 

344 qfufftqq 4 ft urt 11 4ft gqarcr ( 1 ) % qqftu 

tpr^Tfr TfTTT^r ft w qfuqqqr % srTrqq 4ft qRftg- 

it 31 qp4, 2 0 0 2 49)5)4 ft^q 4fttrr<rif£4' ^ fq., 

Tfmr 4T qrrq qfr in 1 

[94 . q. 1 ( G)/2001-qtfl] 
qq.ft). hr), 4pr qNq 

New Dcllii, the 15 th May, 2001 

S.O. 1091.— In exercise of • the powers 
conferred by Section 53 read with Section 56 
of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 
of 1949) the Central Government on re¬ 
commendation of the Reserve Bank of India 
declares that the provisions of sub-section 
(1) of Section 11 of the said Act shall not 
apply to the Keonjhar Central Co-operative 


Bank Ltd., Orissa from the date of publica¬ 
tion of this notification in the Official Gazette 
to 31st March 2002. 

[F. No. l(6’)|2001-ACj 
L. C. TOORA, Under Secy. 

qffcvftt, 15 q£, 2001 

4T4tT. 1092.—fWrft fafftWr qfaftqq, 1949 
(1949 44 10 ) 4ft srnr 56 % qror qfsq arm 
53 3T4) 5TR4ST%4t 44 94)9 9Rft $q %qf)q qr-pR, 
4TRf)9 f49ft % 4ft fftcfirfo)) 44 fttqm 4Rtft $ fa 
444 qftffftqq 4ft OT4) 11 4ft 39t))4T ( 1) % qqftu 
9494?) 4F949 ft ^q qftRjqq) % 5T444T4 4ft 9 ) (fa 

ft 31 trrft, 2003445 wRqr 4 ft 4 m^ 4 qftw# 4 Tffi., 

fa^R 94 9PJ q$T f)ft I 

fa). n. i(7)/2ooi-qtft] 

qq. ft), err, qr< qfaq 
New Delhi, the 15th May, 2001 

S.O. 1092.—In exercise of the powers 
conferred by Section 53 read with Section 56 
of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 
of 1949) the Central Government on re¬ 
commendation of the Reserve Bank of India 
declares that the provisions of sub-section 
(1) of Section 11 of the said Act shall not 
apply to the Khagaria Co-operative Apex 
Bank Ltd., Bihar from the date of publica¬ 
tion of this notification in the Official Gazette 
to 31st March, 2003. 

[F. No. 1 (7) |2001-AC1 
L. C. TOORA, Under Sccy. 

Tf faqf), 15 qf, 2001 

44.44. 1093.—twi-ft fafftqqq qfftfaqq, 1949 
(1949 44 10) 4ft ant 56 % urnTfcuum 
5 3 344) 999 qfwftf 44 44)4 914ft gq %4f)4 4T4K 
4TTrft4 fT44 % 4ft fimRq 4T 44041' 4Rffi | ftp 
444 qftft444 4ft HT7J 1 1 4ft 44ETTTT ( 1) % OTTO 
44444) 4l'44tt ft W 4^441 % 4444T4 4ft mf)PT 
ft 31 qrft, 2002 rnp fqm 4544f) ^4; qqifqu 

^ 4,414 44R 44 RPJ 4jft ?)ft I 

[ 44 . ft, 1 ( 8 )/ 2001 -qft)] 

qq. ft). 44 ), 444 trf %4 

New Delhi, the 15 th May, 2001 

S.O. 1093,—In exercise of the powers 
conferred by Section 53 read with Section 56 
of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 
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New Delhi, the 15th May, 2001 


(10 of 1949) the Central Government on re¬ 
commendation of the Reserve Bank of Lidia 
declares that the' provisions of sub-section 
(1) of Section 11 of the said Act shall not 
apply to the Jila Sahakaria Kendriya Bank 
Maryadit, Durg, Madhya Pradesh from the 
date of publication of this notification in the 
Official Gazette to 31 March 2002. 

[F. No. 1(8) |2001-ACJ 
L. C. TOORA, Under Secy. 

15 *rf, 2001 

9 rr.rrr. 1094 —#%9mt faffirirm srftffirrrrT, 1949 

( 1949 99 10) 9# ETTO 56 % nT*t 9fecT URT 53 

sttt vttvt infircntt 99 mbt 

wr, ^rraftir Umv fumfjiT m #imrr 

& fip srfhftsTft ETTTT 11 qWTTT ( 1 ) % 

mim if ufipijyRT % swm 9 mAsr 
h 31 nr#, 2003 cT9> f^RTT 9?rerr9?f&r %sr f%., 
faaro-TJRJT, mm sr%?r tt m>r mfr fffij i 

[911. IT. l( 9) 2001-Ttffi] 

TT. rfr. <itt, vw? ufim 

New Delhi, the 15th May, 2001 

S.O. 1094.—In exercise of the powers 
conferred by Section 53i read with Section 56 
of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 
of 1949) the Central Government on re¬ 
commendation of the Reserve Bank of India 
declares that the provisions of sub-section 
(1) of Section 11 of the said Act shall not 
apply to the District Co-operative Central 
Bank Ltd., Vizianagram, Andhra Pradesh 
from the date of publication of this notifica¬ 
tion in the Official Gazette to 31st March 
2003. 

[F. No. 1(9)2001-AC] 
L. C. TOORA, Under Secy. 

is, ni 2001 

JFT.UT. 109 5’—t%95T{l frbuTJTT srfsrfam, 1949 
( 1949 *51 10) 9# UTTT 56% UT«T9f&T STITT 53 
am 9TU xlfWi 99 JRfbT §tr %7sffir JRJpTT, 

WTtflJi #*5 fimfw tt ’fi'Rir 9mfr £ 1% 

rffbfmJT tmr 11 %t 3wn (l) % m- 
nwft Tim^r % fit srTa^Rrr % swim %t mffii 
# 31 JTT#, 2003 m fmT %?5fi?T 

t^l, JTtJT Sl^lTZ PTFTmf 

[951. #. l( 10)/2001-g#t] 

u?T, ffi. rq, wm. nfm 


S.O. 1095.—In exercise of the powers 
conferred by Section 53 read with Section 56 
of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 
of 1949) the Central Government on re¬ 
commendation of the Reserve Bank of India 
declares that the provisions of sub-section 
(1) of Section 11 of the said Act shall not 
apply to the Jila Sahakari Kendriya Bank 
Maryadit, Betul, Madhya Pradesh from the 
date of publication of this notification in the 
Official Gazette to 31st March 2003. 

[F. No. 1(10) |2001-AC] 
L. C. TOORA, Under Secy. 

9# f#Rft, 17 Jlf, 2001 

95T.su. 1 096.— #«Rrrfir fafwrr sffiffim, 

1 949 ETRT 53 % SR 1 % tpm qfamfi *51 JPTfir 9 R# 

tram, ■vrreftor fm# 3% %r f%95Tfq?r m 
jt? fafafrn ipTffi £ f% %17'1 ,-rI faftwr 
1949 %V urt 15 mum ( 1 ) % m 9 mt 

m m ffinr qF[. 9<flr srjr m? 
h*nfmfn jtLrt u mfuu am %i faffU 9# 
2000-2001 % ffig rrmifw mmr sm % m % 
*n% ^n% h $ 1 

[ 93 .#. 13/4/2001—aftaitiT] 

ft. #taft, ufm 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2001 

S.O. 1096.— In exercise of the powers con¬ 
ferred under Section 53 of the Banking Regulation 
Act, 1949, the Central Government, on the re¬ 
commendation of the Reserve Bank of India, 
specifies that the provision of sub-section (1) of 
Section 15 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949, 
shall not apply to the public sector banks in so far 
as treatment of the expenditure related to the 
Voluntary Retirement Scheme being treated as 
Deferred Revenue Expenditure, for the financial 
year 2000-2001. 

[F. Ni. 13|4|2001-BOA] 
D. CHOUDHURY, Under Secy. 


sfk ssffir 4<s im 
ford), 11 jtL 2001 

jpr.srr. 1097 .—%jtfbr msm %t fmfa (mr- 

fwr rffr brfVsrjr) ^tfufmjr, 1963 ( 1963 

99 22 ) urn 6 sro yibwaJ 9U mfir tt# 
9? tut ^ 8 mm: % lw?r % 
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f^rcr tprr arrrqT - srmqqr wk qqNk | far ^ <Pt 
frfatfr q TOrfait fqqqq qk faitwr % wqk 
qrqt-snq ; 

•SRVt STOTT S 5T4PT-T *P 

fafafkr weft* sRftr fwt qrw -Pm (qqtqq) 
$ wk 3?t fjrqtq *rk Pkterq) 

faqq, V9 64 %'fVW n -% SqPm ( 2 ) qft Wk 
jfrrjjqtr fqq% fk^V.efnr qfkr? qrt qk fkrt % ; 

<r?r w*r, «kstq -stott, gqq qqfqqq % qqqroT 
if qqq qrqrqt aft, PJr aqfqqqr aft titor) % ftnr 
to 1 Pro amcft % an'T-snrrf^fT qft qwiqqr % 1 

2. W? T(^RT fr ^3TIrft I fa %T sptf *qfkt qf TOT 
tott 4T % kktr Jr *t£ wm qt pro krr wt^t % 
it ar? ts wskr % tt^tw f jwi "ft ^rr^Y«r 
Jr fro % *rt?rc Pro% Pktsrq qfrqq, 1 lit 

4f®r«T, toPt ot 7 , 26 , c %q, q$ i^ft-s t‘t 
■ wr «wrt | 1 

srwrar 

1 . it? wfq^ftR ^rorr fo *r$?, fqq%Jr 
faireruT wk'faTkrq % wsqqkr rr»n 1 

2 . qqrfarft faqTO wk faiterq % wit ,q?t iqr 

Jr w r«r qqrau Jr qfkr faqiq (•rartfarfr 
fwjrr faftwq <rk qrfftefkr) Prim, 2001 % trtsq 
% %6$m ^ wrfJr^V faqstw, fqfterq wk qqfkfkT 
% tof rft ^Jr Jr 3PTqr ^fr iJJr ms % q?qkt 
qr faqfa it ^ ^ ^ 1 

3 . tn ’ wi%q % l *Pt«t - qwtjpfr - Jr ’Wt sqiftrq -q»j% 

fPtti qjjm '^tfkprr wk ft wfftWr % 'Prq 

Wfprff, qrftwq -wk •snpTjftrpaT'r •ft ra^q % Pit 
«tfw ( f¥p^vfi'% ■-•ft -;Jr ■ •rtP^r ^rr 1 

4. -wnyp^q sq-f^- %' 5 kw faret ffr^r 5 i^r 

% 'PpJPl -•Ft jW ?FF JlfeTT^ ■?? 

woj, mppt % ^FT^q ^ tft, ?fk m to wr 

?f$[ qppT"vq^ jti ir^israrw q^ h ?ptt fait 
wrt-P«trPr (wPrtft'Pp^r pfrr Prfm) ?tf>tPrqTT, 
1963 (1963 apt 22) qP 8TtT 7 % W«tw ^mPt^T 
fTO??r ffftPT’trfKW TFT t TTR TTFft- 

et fqrqr w t?t t 1 

5. .TPq^rkr-^T Ttf 'tf W.aft %WT qft ^-PHT, 

.TT.aroJ, ttip,itt.t W 5 3* H^'t,% 
^TOiar -iq 7 -Ttm ^fr feiror .q 7 

^Ppvt^hWtt Jr ,qarr--iwftM«Fr-’’W^t’T aifPrr Jr.?rf«w 


qiff ^Prr, sfk Tft PJr ^tr Ptiftt^ ^ %, 
Pt;ki;to qqP(qt) *pt •’jpq •». 1000 /-Jr stfw mfr 
fPrr 1 

6, kT -sTwrar it ^ qr n\l qrra- Jr Pripfari^rq- 
•rfvrqq £ — 

(i) m JTfT JTfWqTTm.qtJT to 7 ^ qr qfVtftTtfqrar 
vrpff % PT>q TT qrrqT ?, fTPr f ; TRTTr 

irfsmt qq|Fr q:-Ffr S, •pqr f ?r 7n r qnxft P. 
trqq Wt qraff P TtPirf’qn T-^rft % w 
qrauft p, sr^fTO ^q Jr ^n?ft | q qror 
q«TFT «fFfft ^ sfk T3% W^q % 

®qft q qrq, f'FPTq tt thti 7 ttt q 

qqtT tPt qr to% % Pf 7 feft | 1 

(ii) q? wit Jr 7 ffq fsFrr Troq qi% mf % 
qq&«ft^OTr Jr wfwqTcq fapqr ^rar | 1 

(iii) q? qeqq qrq qrr sprtq «tn;% qr forr 

fqqr wit Jr ®??ft Jr wfqqT r -q fqrqr 
GfRT I I 

(iv) W. fqqT 5WT qr% wi T%q WRt aft 

fqqti T 7 wfqqTR fqrqr qrrm | 1 

(v) q? qtq % TOiq Jr fqaqrfqR fqrqr ghtt £, 

(iv) q? ijsq Tq % qtfjt % itfqq went q> 
-qqTt qrJr qftet (^qt-RTr) % qqtfqiq 
qT mVt % ^ffptn qiqf % wq'pt % fqcqt- 
fqq f«pqT qrfrr | 1 

wq^qt 

fqqtq (qqrfqfr fqqqq wk fqftairq) wftjfqqtr, 
1963 qft otf % tj¥ (q) % qqqR % fkir 
qtHtqr str fafq?q PtaqfkPqq writ : 

(qr) wrqrroqt qkt % -n^tq wito i 

(t?) -fq^tsfr %r wk fqqtqqft % iH qfqqFro 
fqfqiw, qr^ q wrqiTOqt ^ff Tt fqtwq- 
qqqt WTT 5t?q q[q5TOqwt *PT qqTqiq 

qrr.Jr I I 

(q) rs'kkq (*p) qr (^) *pV wfrtkrfq Jr 
qq wt^q fqt AR g^fr it qfTfttR % tpq Jr 
wftj^fwq aqqqq frfTkq 1 



r [*nrit —tj 3 (ii)] prp w tpipw : pf 20,200 i/»te 5,192a 2231 

qfVfW 

fppfp % fag pfp % mpp? ppt 'tftsr’P ufasttg 

1.0 pfp % dt?? pp fppfp ?*rir fpffp pft mptir a?k q^pw stfawsit % stpw fY>it i it? qrfasq 
fam % strew q . 4/2/97——TV) Piifa- is fqqTPT, 199s it wt fpffp wpp % fpqrq % fag 
qft srfovTft, mwt wk q^urw affgfat ft sTfapppr qn;qf f1 


2.0 w; % fppfa % fag ftp^ 


2 1 pfaprer (i) wgq gqj tirifaqr ft3T ipnf & fair qqpfft gre qrefa qr ftiff 

% ftfqq qprt % ftht ir qqrr fair arwr t jt>. fair gq frffaqT 
qqffa qrfat t, swfar qrr-fr t, fqfwcp afar n wfiTTfcrer Ffaf 
I, Tfqr prfat t, PTfrrp’P W % g^taf £, qk OTIP PfTPP PFrft f 
PPT 3% W?P f M Jr 'fqTT f jp ajk qqrp f fair ok fat t I 

irg my <refa pm, fpfaq m ptppt t ft q%qr 1 

(ii) iVtfap Wf? ft FT 5TPP £ fat PPP fapr PPPP q7> pit P fafa pfaf 
f srqfapftqrrjr % gfappp fawr wrqr & 1 

(iii) ?Wf ^trr w?re farw wp-t pip qrr nft-r pf% vr fare fapr qpirp 
-pffa SFf ft *srr7T7 5TTPT farPT PTpT f 1 

(iv) fqffaT fHT W?P %PP 3PTP -‘ffp 0FT ft fpft? PF 3TM frtT PrfT 
£ I 

(v) pgr tp Wire pt g?rfa as w*re f ft ffit % rj’F h‘ 5 ? ft frir 
amt 1 

(vi) ppm wa 75 wgr | fat mm. r ffaf % ftfaq am ft g*tP qfa 
ft it (fftrlxr) % wfartp gr ft if % ftffar vrrfr % p pfp 
1w Trrpr f 1 

2.2 ^'£R TT r 3T5 tffrf Sfft % f^Pla f^-TT 3fRf Plf^n 3ik 7rrr 

sru Jr, ^TfRpflr ir arff^T ^ n ^fr ^rf^. 1 57^1 
ark gw qvs tVj % 7?»pt m fg^7 mm 1 7717 —s>pf fTfr 

aqri7 apf fgarrak TcfT? 7T gfsr mt ftfr, 

—■%$% feft sttr tit »jjTftv: pt pft fTPT 1 

—w^t "J8 ftpr yw< w pft f^r wr ftTr, fsra^fT 3T?r7P 

i3Wi3p trr ft TTi'i 1 

—^TTif qpt P3Tff=r77 ^7 % qfTsrfw umm pft ft4t, 

—faptft ft^ft prpi it qtrt m q^rq pit ftir tppp pm m mv 

ft 1 


2 3 atk wrftkt 

^rgpritpr wf 
(? gpw ) 

TftirfT <t PraT (?fftt77PP ) 
nvstfl/^kr ( ? gppp ) 
if 5TO 3fp4?g 

gfpar m'ttp ( ttpj ) 
gfm 
TF-it-FT 


pgptftqrr/fpEipfpFr 
Ci 5 pfppp 

20 qfp^TP 
0. 95 

0.1 sfoTtfr it srfctpf pft 
0 , 5 3fp3TP it WpttPf pit 
5 3fppp Tffapfpp 

qfp PPT fPlP PTP it 20 ftpft PPP^P 
it Pfap Pit ( 0.2 Ttfpipp ) 


fpfm/pPTpr fPT/pfTPT I'PT 
9 5 3fpPP 

2 3 afpTTP 
0. 95 

0. 5 3fPPP P PpJP Pit 
0 . 6 pfpwp if 3tfjp; pit 
5 afppp PpITl'P 

3H 10 00, PTP if 40 fpft ppg-p 
prp if pfy p pit (0.4 pftsTP ) 
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2 4 F-ffaq U.u i.'ii i 
(*TT^r) 


2.5 ?Tf|'f4RO*i^T5^r 
F'fTFT , , sirRjg 
( OF nq ) 


2.6 7 »f 

2 . 7 ftst qfafiT 
2. 8 oq sffafa ?! - 4 qAF 


trofaFift-f 


t l : 


2 9 faqqTn 


nr<i>A ^ i if s f i;*f ff/r, T-fr surfa-i. 
FMT.F' ^nF^ Ti% JT^T If 3 q Fq 

ffrf -Tf tt it ! 5 fq gf/fa. . 

nr^" 

20%. Hf /fo. HT. qqfaTqfa 


cfif sq w q|r t.*t ar?faF 
O/TTiST STTFg STT'T Fi|=r if 3 If 
4 fJf n-fr faF r/F F,JT 1 5 % ?I T . / 
fa.'. TJT. <fa F T Tff nq-jfTT^- ^ ,-I?qr 
FT? <K FTfacf Tt FT qfaff I 

40 far. ft./ far. ft. n q?T 


r 6TqT FT fag-f 7f 4>p'T q?.T 

F^TF q?T 

55% 9F 5?Vfal|-r q/faHT 

f farr | 

(i) i-fstfafi aff/raT 'fxi r faf.i% sfF qq>fTqfaq qfaqfarq 1 1 

; ii) =f.' 'farFq sfF qw'rqs 

(iifa ^iT-f^'iffaifTn qqfarq, qTfaffaq qifq 

(iv) 3f F<TT ff TpfaTFT qqpfn 

(v) -A;Kf f, TT 

T t R Ti %®T T =f<ft FiT? TT nW fa IT FT TlTciT |, FF F£ 2.3 5 2 7 FF 
2. in %ftt-tt ti 4‘TFq p-qr ?, i % qq*q sffa qfrq- sfan, F|? %• 

STf-TF nfr ITiOq I 

(i) fa~Ti vfr Ff? % qq% qqqjfr nT%T q ft ft FTqfqfaF ft favr Frp-fT 
F4 ft fa; Aqq anfaF qqfqq far<F«fr % mwi f gr! 

(ii) fft tt y.f ft wt #; % qqqF ff qifarq faqr ft q%F qfe q| 
qof q f qqr *m ft q fafw %tf q fift % fap iqq ?ftf % ftf-wT 
fffTFmTt t fafFsffafqTF ff ^eq^iT fft falfaFF f i % ftf 
Yf qrqq q?q qfV tf qqqr % faro qnalf qrqt: ft m. 4 9 n 
i99i ( ttifst— i) % qqrqq !r fr qf ftfa ift qqr FF^rfaq 
tItf qnq siq#?g 45 % qw qftM’fr 1 

(iii) F?r q T tt tm ft qr?q fTtt % ?n qF qrfarq faqr qqr ?, fst yq 

»FTi T 1 aqfarn qrq qT"FTfnr “ F«T q fqFFT FFcfT gf*il I 

(iv) FfT FT qFFTF FT dfq % qqqF qrq faqr FTOTi, far r Ffaq FFT, 

farqni ftt, qan-F pr ft fTtt qqr ; 

%) Fqfal qr >yqqr, Fqr fa 9%F FTF FT farfarq % fao qfdPF qTqFT 
If qqrfafnfaF % Fqqr? qrarq ft q r q,-q fifftf ?FffaF> q T fr Fioqr, 
fqqrq fa FFT? FT qTq, FF Ff qFFiq sfF %faqfar FT 9T 
ftf fi qiq fV qqr fftiTt q-r srqfai qroqr 1 

(vi) iff Vi TFT? 4FI qTfarf FT/ 'FT TFT faf^ I 


- q T cfr" fftT fa oft tf? q r fft ftot t, qqq faqT ft?t fw qi tft q?H ft qgT 
f faFFT gttfjtt 1 q| qqfq fff qr Ffq F qq^ql q qqq 

?T*TT I Fgq F qq c TFF d?F F? T q % 3FTq Ffa FiqfFFqF qq Fi T^Tq 

■-.1 'ctTffi rrT ntfa faff ?>TT F?f5' If fafqq qi qqqqrgS FTT^q q<fi 

?r qfa ’ nT 1 FiqfafqqF qqrq fat iTFq % faro; srqqr ?, qvg q? fa 

31fq If fqfai F5TF q^T',' FfT qi> CFq Tf qqfaf qfqf qqTO TFT 




wr II —m 3 (ii)] 

3. 00 cpfr«r !J T ufw 

3 . 1 wf? % 'r'Isri % srferr fef?r stir 5 m 1 
qqif/qiq ffJT%, fevni <rIst<t % ferq owq fen 
rtit I, siRcffe Jfw *r. wi.*fT. 4941 : 1994 
%fe *rfr RPT i|l %llfe ^iffJFPT W?T 

% 5-gfe % srsffa w fa%? % twhtt |T<t i 

3.2 W5?r wfR th qq-TRq 

3.3*fRcffe m. KT. 4941 :1094 % 

r/tt- i Jr yfer srfeT % ^rttr i 

3.4 nfi 99 qyyR'Ji 

3.5 SfR-ffe wi ITT. m. 4941 : 1994 % 
Rqnqy-n/^-i (aim ^i€;r ftfn) 3 tk (w-2) ffefe- 
ferTR flfq) if cffe 9 fell % TPfeR I 

3 . 6 rw SHqifT 

3. 7 qRfffe tlRfe. Sfff.q?T. 4941 : 1994 
% qqray Tr/Tr-3 % qfer % srttr i 

3. 8 ^Tiretsr fen TiRTq 9?i qqsRir 

3. 9 %tIw ffernflfTirq fenr gRi fyfe fifq 
% 5TTCR i 

o 

3. TO 3R if y^RSflR 5TTT 93X4 aiffeg; 99 sEfyaRq 

3,ii %rlw %q1wfeqf srt fcrffn 

9 fen % *rwr i 

3.12 -<m 99 5TST4R0I 

3.13 IRRfffa Rln'R %. VTT. ITT. 4941 4994 

% 47n?y-y % yfer nfw % srttr i 

r 

3.14 5%T?| 99 WTRif 

3.15 STRcfta 919919. 91. 9T. 4941 : 1994 

99199 - 9 / 9-2 % faffn afer % tt^ttr i 

3.10 %Rf*t=5 "4RR % W( if STRffeVfT 99 4T9 9R9 
3. 17 9R9T9 99991 9. '41. 91. 4941 4 994 

% dRiyy-? % fVfe nfen % th/tr i 

3.18 R9 ^9 1193 afeqqg 94 944R9 

(i) q. arr. q. *fr. 9so. 23 Ma % 999 R 1 

(ii) feyferfeyJr % fTfelfafy % 999 R 1 

( 9 -;) tt=et. njr. trcp. 99 fefefemrfdni 99949 ;— 
4Rarry rtrrt g«9i 9T. 91 . 4941 4994 
if Rnrny-R fnfe % nfen % 999 R 1 
(q) n 4 .qY.n 4 .ff>. g r <r n-q. qq.nq,. qq TT--WR9 •- 

mlrrq fenWarffe 9MT9 srt fefer f ife 
% trrr 1 
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3.19 VTR% 441 q?r * 49 Raj 

(i) yrify n 99 994 Rq:—q^'.q.ifr. 9)591 

952. 13 if fefecf nfei % 5RRK I 99S99 

yraR'TT fqfy 1 

(ii) uiy 99 94 a R9:—qsuq 9 % 999 ) 971.20 

if fqfen sfe-fT % 949R (%r29?,- qTSIRnT 

fyfy ) 1 

(iii) 9>n 4r qqiR'n:—q.ifr.qtfr. mrr 972.25 
if fe'fe Vfy-iT % TRnR (%TST4 4TaRq 
fyfa ) 

3. 20 %T2nRfr Tifenf 44 TTyyROT 

fesqfqa ffe Rfff %renTST%! % nfy 

(i) 2f4T. 21. 

(ii) irqly/yf q^r 4r /qq *fi.qq. 

(iii) ^Vrtrrr 

(iv) qr5|q 

(v) 99T4f5f'ff9)fq 

(vi) ~r:%r 
( vii) ^fenSfqjf 

fe?%qq %1 fqfyqt 

?qi^H qRTR 5F7'R'J1 
feKf-f, '9R4, HT43R y| feqf, gR, qqiffe gT?I (%la~ 
qfSRl qqijy) % T"f > qfeiq 9R fe-fenr %1 fefeq'l 
RT ifq q 9 if 41T S i Rfyn % 9 THR | 

ss j 

3. 21 qfefq-Bf %1 39'fefn TO qqaRq : - 

feqfqy fe rt! qr% qfenfe%T % qfif 

(i) fefefe-Rq 

(ii) Tl'RfSfen 

(iii) nnnVife 

fefeq %1 fe-fq 

yfen'iR'l^ 4% fedMRfef %i qpfn n. 3)1. n. 
9l. % Plq^l *fe<q % 94 1 3)R 2 %r*f?Tl©TT 
5.1.53, 5.1.54, 5.1.55, 5.3.21,5.3.22, 

5.3.2 3, 5.3.24 if 94f 744fen % ST^KR 99RT- 

qfe % fqq qyr fq; qRqdfqq qlni fe'Ufq qrq 709 

154 1 if qq r qpfdi % qqyR I 

3.2 2 fr'iCfeifeR %f R'ffeffTl yq-fiRJ) 

(i) n-B-ff 4>-i 

fejqqq %1 fefe -4^4' fel 'iVfi f>f?7rrRy qqf=ay 
3)R qfeTR n:. qm qfef'ff, flRn ?R'?fR, nS fg'41 gRl 
ilPffei Ol'R (rVnRRf! ,>(■:■;) % fef RT-.) -T 4R f‘, feqq 
%1 r Tlf T m T A'< if MAt Rqq'fya % Tf-lffR I 


qTPTqTRSRq qf 26 200l/3f%S 5,192J 
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3.2 3 FRt (g;a rf) Tt FfftFfcr tt ffrrf 
fFPiFF JfTt 

F^rfFRFTFF fttff fft, rtirf ff tPrfr tftvf 

FFTFF, FRF FETR, Ft fe^Ff 5FT RTTfFF FTF 
(ftfrRrt) % fFftTO&tFFtEfFFRFTt TgfFFFRF 
if FFT RTRfRF % FFFTE I 

3.24 'fTT5rfifS?T FFf FTFEETTIF Tt FTfFtfF TT FFRRF 

P 3ft 0, Ft- Tt FETiRt Tlfcf F. 98 5 . 2 3 if FFT fFnTT 
RfTFf % TRET I 

4.00 q FFTFF Tt RfTFT 

(i) EFFtTTT % 9Tt % TO if *—TTT^cfY^ FRF 
FT. Ft. 4341 : 1994 % RFRP F fTTllTT RfTFT 

% fffr wf? % sfcffafsr f4f Ftp 5riP.fr i 

(ii) RFFRTT % RETT if 
RT?fFT 

r<rt fFRfa % fFt? F'Rt FtfFt terf f fwq i 

Ff?% fjjf st35 frF %t RfTFT rftT Ff Tt RrfFTFT 

fr % Fre%w tt rttr sfR fft% tfTF Tt reft- 

FFT fninfrif^n | :— 

FJRT %F Tt RTFfTFT 

TF Ft FET fTTtcf % f*P? FRR ft, FF% FRF 
fqiRTRT % f?E», f%T» TRR | f<R» 5fTF Fit FRFt Tt 
RT5TT FRT fFtETT fTcFft FTE FRF FF TiTTiRT, Rf fFRfF % 
FTFR RE FT fTFT THRU I FT Ft FFFT fFRT FTfRTT 
iff Mf-m TF % fqf>EF FRF pTRT TE>ET I 

FTOT TT FRfT 

FT/t fFq FTn” Tt TTt Rfe'T, FF% F% %t FRRF 
BRlf FT TTT TtFt I TT3 RprfTRf RFF3T RTF FT 

REF Flf REF Tit f'FFT FEE FRfftf fTR Ff% 
|, TlF FT FIT FFt % 'FtftJT if TTt |TTf I ?FTT 
STFFT 200 RTF % FREE ft ft F.ffp | Rfe FRf FFT % 
RTTftET % FFFTTTl'Tt TFT EPf c F *F if FT f%P sffiT 
afR 200 RTF Ft ^FcHT FTFf FcRTlTF TRF % Rf" 
FFT1 TR fTVT FfP Ft *3Rt FFT % R-TTKRT FFT TT 
TE^iF FFF i I 

TTTT gRfT 

FTF FfF : FTfFT FF F FTTiTcf. 200 RfT FIT? 
RTffa'fTFT FTTfFTffti I (?TF% RtF % 5 FITTER 

RTF %t SfRPT Ft2R FFf FfFTf FfF % if FfFTT, 
TTR FtaTT F FTFt TT fTt RfFFT Tt FT FT 
T% T|Ff FTffq FT FT TFT 2 00 RTF F^T ^T33T 
CT Flit I 

TTTTR Ff> : 5 FTtF>2R F RfF SRIF TT FFT FFt 
% FFFF FT f|F FT RFTF FR I 


[Hart II—Sec. 3(ii)] 

FfF %t REF FTt F FTF FlT F| FF FT FRF T^nl 
Flffti 5fF FT TF F TF 20 0 RTF F ?J FTR I 

5.00 FFFT FF %t FTFFT 

faffT FTF RTF FFFt F’^T 

(i) PT RTP'R if TF F TF Ft FFFT %t fFFf 
TTFT FFf&F | I ^T FFFT RFTF 5 FFT if 
RTtsiF % fTq 3fR F?Ri RfF FFF % fFP I 
Ffe FfF tiT ^ fFrT RFTFFrFTFT if -%t 
FiFt | Ft FFF RfTFfsfT Tr FF/fTF TTF 
|P RfF nFFf % FTF Ffo'feF F4% ^F33 
fTP Fi'PR I 

(ii) FF fT RFFR-10 F fnlfTF | RTRTqRRF 
if if PT FFFf FT fT fnlTF % fF^ rf?- 
TRFTFt/fFRTFT IRT FTR fqRFTF % FF t 
RTF T/fOT TT RTT TRTi |, 

(iii) FFnT FF Tt TERT % RFrFF RFRR-10 
% TF FSRT 1 ^ 6 FT % RftsTF I 

RTF Tt RTfFTFf 

FRFT Tt TF FFTT TT 60 RfFWF TT3FIWT 

CN 'O 

FFRRT RR P^'rFTRTrFTF % fFP FFF Tt TF FFFT TT 
30 RfFFF FRTtatWtF FFF?g T fFP RR FF 10 
RfaFF TFTT TR fifFFFF RFRF % fFP I 

FFFT FF% 3TrC REF TRt Tt FF 

FFFT Tt TST FEPTTF TR 5FFTRF TFT FFfFTFt 
F FTT fFFTF FT FRT FFt % FTTfFTT FR if ?FT- 
RiRTR FFTFT F FfFREF TRT T TRFTF FFT FTFt 
FT%t I 

6 . 00 FFFT FF % FfFFF 

FFFT Ft % FfFFf T % fF^ FTFFF 3TR fcR- 
%FF T fFt FTFFF iFFFfFfFF SFtT % FFFT THF : 

FTfTF : FFF RfF Tt FTRtF (fFF/FTF/ 

FF ) 

FfRTRT Ft FfFFF: FFF FRf TFT RTF FfsrTRt 
RT TT EFFTF, F1F T RFFTF 

RfFFF : ^ssmftF TTRtFF % FTFFTF FFF 

% FfF%FT Tt FRFT I 

FF% FRfF TT ?FTF 

FTF : TFTFt TT FTF 

RFRTTF : FfT, RFT, FWT FT FRlf TT FTF 

FFRFTFt : TTOft % FFRTTFt SRftF TT 

FEFTF, FTF 

TFFTF : RERFf if FRF TR 

FFFT sfR RTF Tt Rfrf?T 

FETTF FT f%tF sftR : FFF FfF FT FT%FR FfF 

RFF 
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TOT, TO, TOPP qT TOTTC qq sqfTT 

n i<?i 'd<MTs qq qpy qT SR? (qfq Pq i ^ fft) 

arfafw t^tot 

qq qfe qq fqqir 

TO^rfron qqr | 

WT %fqfe q>Y qfq -jqqq 
fq%q qroT 

TOTOt qY tot fqrqfqfaar qTOfqran q q fqqft 
Rqr % fttottr qfrqrq qY qqqr i 
qq qqq% Y tot qroYT rr^- 
tot rttop (qrorq) f i qq 
totY Y tot qroqT tottY 11 
qrfe % qT*T qpgq tow qY YTtott 
qtYrq’q 


ycqrqq qrqrt qqr qr z qq qrqqq 
*ffqq toYp qq qY qgqiq to i 

tott q*Y tow % snrofT qY tort 

% qrq qrar 


qgY qY qnYq 
gfqit qY qidi . to ( 1 ) 
sn^qr gfc qq qrqqR 200 (?t qt) 
qi4HM ^nmqftqfY ■ tot 

fqq%w qq qrotTO 


TO TOtqqTqT ir 
qroYfro fror tott t 
srqgrfq 

tow qY YTtott 


■to TOtqTOTT qq tot tot 

fqq^mfTOT TOTT | I 

TOtq?iTOT Y qqYtfqq IYr to 
fqqYqqqY gYt 


qfqqq % srrtro % qrq to qqq q^? % tow 
qY rYtott” qrqqr qqrrYq wror qqr grqr 1 
qipT TO qY qgTOT 

qfqqqY to YT qr^qT Yrt I qq toto fTOqqq 
% fro, fro qq qqY qY rrar qY Ytr to| fro TOrr- 
qrqr ir Yqr qqr |, qY q^ror Yfr jfrYr 1 
TOTOTYt qq TO-TOTq 


TTOT^qt Y, froj qqqqnnqr srroTqrqr ir Yqr 
TOTT TOpTO, qqrq^r.H % qqq Y ?<"i iq Yi qY V^TOT 
qY qqror%ifr % tot TOrrqrfro qrror q-rffR 1 

qqr to 

1 qferq qiq ark srnqq — 

(i) to YttoY qq qfqqr qrq qf? qq fqqfq 
(qqrfqfr fqqqq qll fqqrwq) fqqq, 2001 

(ii) q ’qqqq ir qfqq qq:mq qV qR>q qq 
aq?q sK i 


2 qPnrm tq fqqqf % aq'rqqT % fro qq qqr qq4 ir 
5r?qqT mfm q HT( fqTqfafro qPrqmq toj 
Y m 


( 1 ) "qrfefqqq” ir fqoTq (qqrfqYt fqqqq arYc 
fqfrsrq) Trfqfqqq, 1963 (1963 qq 22 ) qrfrrfor 

I 1 


( 2 ) "sTfroror” q qfqfqTO Yt trot 1 %mftq 
qrof, qqq^TO Yr^rq, fqqfr afk qrrm q qqrfqq 
qYf fqqfq fqftTOr qfYqror qfq^q 1 1 

( 3 ) 'W ir qf? q?V qqrfqfr qfqro |, 
fqq qqrq qfrfqrfq ir rfqrc fqrqr qqr | afh; fqqq 
to ir toCt qqrq qqrqn; qfYqrYr ir totoTto fYqr 
qqr ?, 1 

( 4 ) “TOnqqq’' q qfefqqq qfr urt 7 qY to- 
stttt ( 3 ) % qtftq qrYT fw qqr qqnq qq 
srfqqq t 1 

( 5 ) ‘W qqr” q pqr toto wfTOq |, qrfr 
qR w? qq^tq fqqr qrqr | 1 

(o) '‘qftq?” Y fqqfq (qqrf^t fqqjrq srk 
fqirqq) qfqfqqq, 1963 YV srm 3 % qtfrq 
?qrfqq fqqfq fqfrqq qfrqq qfirYq | i 

( 7 ) "qqq Yq” ir qiTO qfq^q | 1 

(8) "qqpq ^q” ir TO ^r qpq^q t, fqq 
wtto ir qro qq Yqq fqqr qqr 1 1 

( 9 ) "qiqrR q TORT” q TO? Yr fqspq % fqqTT 
q rerq qr qqfqq qqqr, fqq-q % fqq q^qjqqr 
qqqr, qqrr Y't, q't qqq qrroTt % fqq 
q^q fqqq'r ir qqrfq%r faroq't % qeftq rto 
|R Yrtt TOfTO; sffro: q?rq TOqr qr fq# q?q YTPq 
q 5 qqq qrqr qPqtq | I 

3 fqtrqq —qgq qr fqprqq q| toY % fqq Ptot 
qrqqr fq 'rfrTO %Tsftq TOTTO 5TRT qpqfqqq Yr HTRT 
6 % qq'rq qqqqrarq qiq-F fqfq?q> qq Rtr qrrqr 

qqqT q^r I 

4 faYYarq qft qfror .— 

( 1 ) $qT Yrf fqqfqq q'T to* % Yqq qq 
fqqiq toY qq qrwq r-qqi |, qpqqrqq Yr fqfjq 
q qqr rtoi Yqr, fqqq fqqiq qfqqr tot qrror Yr 
qpq Y qrq qfqqrqrrqY fqfqYwt qr sYtRf Yr fiqq, 
fqqq fqr qpqqrqq fqqq 3 % qqqi^ fqdwq to? if 
qqY |Y qY i 
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( 2 ) grPm ( 1 ) % wjfta *ft Rfe yta# r^y 
gAAT, Z?f AWAt Jr R?T qpRR RTft ^Aq qR RqffeTa 

AfAYTA YT YO^AR RAfeiq I, fa^feRr if 

yr Jr ya 2 feq 3?V Air air at Jr Rgr qfw 
aft fSrr q^ array Rift t, art RfaYTR ^ 

YRtAR AgfaRA |, ffRfeTA J W A YR 10 fen 

g^f fear ar/tt 1 

( 3 ) RqiYTA (l) % YTdfr^T gART 3TT c cT gfR 

rt, aFarra fqqfe Y Faz Amfeq Agq yt ^r 
frpfm Yt ARgYt Jr fqfgA rayat % rrar ra% 

qgA RAR 3Tt«: RAYT qfeAA YTY fRffeTA Y>AT I 

qrRj; ^ fcp Rgr f«Rft aFaRRA YT RArATA 
Rgt SIRT, RgT Yg fAqfnY Y> ARTA RA A Ft YTA 
FT #YR YRfT q> /A 4YR sfe gARI, 3R% YRYT 
qfen, S/q 5RT*T5fr if Agt qfRTF RTft FRAY AT 

K^fcm |, Agr aFty^t yt YrafAa ARfeRA % Tt 

Fra % '4tRT aTa gJr RTRAT Jr AgT qfTRT rr 
F^AA RA R*f»TA Aqt |, AgT AfAYRA YT YTAfAR 
ArFtAR t, 10 FAR % A>R, fYOTqY Yt RAT : 

q-^g y? a> fY #ytr Jr gfe qqTfaA ®t(yt y't 

gART# YT STRATA feqT AF/TT I 

( 4 ) swroftY^r y q'sYTrf At saferYT*t Yt fYRt 
'4t YT RRTAR Jr RRA YT Alg Ag qfARgR if gt 
YT YFYfYY q'TY ARIA A gfe fY-fft q>A if g't, <JR- 
fYTjW YT% YT TTfaYlT gtAT I 

( 5 ) SRA Jf fY*ft At RAT R^ qqq y ATRY 
fafaYni % arwr a rvz Afe qfr rat Jt, aarr 
Jr ArFT fYar art fAftAA rata-ra aTaran yt: 
fYYT Yrr?,qr l 

5 qfYY afR fYgTYY ■—fqqtq % fY/ 

Y't qY YTY Yr TTTY?T f-iyY ART Y"tf fn T^YY, fqqqt Y 
SRFTR SaY ^"TF YTfft Y qiTYIn Ygq Yt YW Yf 
yi% yiy yty y merm it yt tor qfrnTT YYifstY 

fan YIYTYT Y TYiTkyY^ YY if YY Y>YT I YR 
% ’TTcTFTT % \^tYR 3qYY Jr-YSTIYY 3fR YgY 
% YTY srfqfTRr q Y^rq yKT YRlft Y gW nYf 
^qJr STgq Y'T ERY/ Jr fTY^ Y f=T/ YlYY Yift/Trft I 

a?^Y qrarq q^ fqfqfYfqq gq/r ^tr afR 

q-firq ^q- Jr fafen' qtt YR.jfr 

( 1 ) qqFqRYYqf/fqfqqtqT yt qrq sfR q^T 
( 2 ) fqqfaY Yr qnr 3fR qqr 

( 3 ) sTiTj-jft yt qrq qV qq q-Tqiq 

( 4 ) Iy/rr ffYF 


TFart II~Sf.c. 3(ii)] 

^’’'fYfqqtYT/qqFYTY YT Y'T, YR qV qi/tYf 
qfgY ^'^TY ^ faqr YYT ^ — 

1 / 10 

1 :qqTYTT m (2 00 ) YT srfRT sty) 

/ : q qRRW (qqq YTY YYtq Yqqft ) 

10 : qFTFYTY YT YRTR (ttR YT YYYT fen) 

Yf % yftt % ferz fqraferfqq w-rreR aarq 


fY/ RT/it 

1 

RY'Tft 

— 

IT 

> 

9RYft 
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MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the lltli May, 2001 

S. O. ■ 1097,—Whereas in exercise of the 
powers conferred by section 6 of the 1 xport (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), the 
Central Government is of the opinion that it is 
necessary and expedient so to do for the development 
of the export trade of India that honey should be 
subject to quality control and inspection prior to 
export ; 

And, whereas the Central Government has 
formulated the proposals specified below containing 
draft rules (Annesure) for the said purpose and 
has forwarded the same to the Export Inspection 
Council as required by sub-rule (2) of the rule II 
of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the said sub- 
rule, the Central Government hereby publishes 
the said proposals for information of the public 
likely to be affected thereby; 

2, Notices is hereby given that any person 
desiring to forward any objection and suggestion 
with respect to the said proposals, may forward the 
same within forty five days of the date of publica¬ 
tion of this Older in the Official Gazette to the 
Export Inspection Council, 11th Floor, Pragyti Tower, 
26, Rajendra Place, New Delbi-110008- 

PROPOSAL 

1 . to notify that honey shall be subjected to 
quality control and inspection prior to 
export, 

2 . to specify the type of quality control and 
inspection in accordance with draft Export 
of honey (Quality, Control, Inspection and 
Monitoring) Rules, 2001 set out iu the 
Arncxure appended to this Order as the 
type of Quality Coutrol, Inspection and 
Monitoring which shall be applicable to 
such honey products prior to export, 

3. to recognize the Standards, Testing and Cer¬ 
tification, Testing procedure for sampling, 
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sampling plan and records of sampling as 
set out in Schedule appended to this Order 
as the standard specifications for Honey. 

4, to prohibit the export of Honey by a unit in 
the course of international trade unless it con¬ 
forms to the standards applicable to it and is 
accompanied by a certificate stating that such 
unit is approved and monitoring by the 
Export Inspection Agency established 
under section 7 of the Export (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 
(22 of 1963). 

5, Nothing in this Older shall apply to the 

export by land or sea or air of bonafide 
samples of Honey to prospective buyers, 
the value of which shall not exceed permi¬ 
ssible limits as laid down in Exim Policy 
from time to time and where no such 
provision exist the value of free sample(s) 
not exceed Rs. 1,000/-. 

6 , In the proposal, honey or a sweet substance,-- 

(i) produced by the honey bees from the nectar 

of blossoms or secretions of living parts 
of plants and which ihe bees collect, trans¬ 
form combine with specific substances of 
their own, deposit, dehydrate natuially 
and store and leave to mature or ripen in 
honey combs in form of fluid, viscous or 
ciystallizcd. 

(ii) obtained by centrifuging detapped brood¬ 

less combs ; 

(iii) obtained by pressing broodless combs with 
or without the application of moderate 
heat ; 

(iv) obtained by draining decapped broodlcss 
combs : 

(v) extracted from nectars of plants ; 

(vi) extiacted mainly from excretions of plant 
sucking insects (Hcmiptera) on the living 
parts of plants or secretions of living 
parts of plants. 

SCHEDULE 

Specifications for honey recognized as per 
clause (c) of section 6 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection), Act, 1963 shall be ; 

(a) National Standards of the importing 
countries. 

(b) Contractual specifications agreed to between 
the foreign buyer and the exporters provided 
the same is satisfying the health and other 
requirements of the importing country. 

(c) In the absence of (a) or (b) above, the minimum 

specifications notified in this Order as 
appendix to this schedule. 


pmr II—w* 3 (ii)] 
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APPENDIX 

STANDARDS AND TESTING PROCEDURES OF HONEY FOR EXPORTS : 

1.0 The export of honey from India shall conform to standards and testing procedures prescribed herein. Tiiis 
supersedes the procedures and standards for export of honey as Contained in the Ministry of Commerce Order 
No. 4/2/97-EP (Agri-IV) dated the i 8 th December 1998. 

2.0 STANDARDS FOR EXPORT OF HONEY : 

2.1 Definition (i) Honey is tho natural sweet substance produced by the honey bees 

from the ncclor of blossoms or secretions of living parts of plants and 
which the bees collect, transform, combine with specific substances of 
their own, deposit, dehydrate naturally and store and leave to mature 
and ripen in honey combs. This foodstuff may be fluid, viscous or 
crystallized; 

(ii) Extracted Honey is honey only obtained by centrifuging decapped 
broodless com os ; 

(iii) Pressed Honey is honey only obtained by pressing broodless combs 
with or without the application of moderate heat-; 

(iv) Drained Honey is honey obtained by draining decapped broodless 
combs ; 

(v) Blossom Honey or Nccta-vHoncy is the honey which comes from 
neclais of plants; 

(vi) Honeydew Honey is the honey which comes mainly Aom excretions of 
plant sucking insects (Heniiptera) on the living parts of the plants or 
secretions of living parts of plants. 

*2.2 General Characteristics Honey must be extracted from broodlcss combs and should be allowed to 

ripen naturally in the hive in c caled combs, The flavour and aroma 
would vary depending on the plant origin. However, it shall not :— 

— have any foreign tastes or odours; 

—lut\e begun to ferment or elfervesce; 

—have been heated to such an extent that its natural enzymes are 
destroyed or made inactive ; 

—have an artificially changed acidity; 

—contain substances in such quantity as to endanger human health. 


2.3 Composition & Quality 

Reducing Sugar Content (Min) 
Moisture content (Max) 
Fructosc/Glucose (Min) 

Water insoluble solids content 
Mineral substance (ash) 

Sucrose 

Acidity 

2.4 Diastase activity 

(Schade Scale) 


Apiary/extracted 

65 % 

20 % 

0.95 

Not more than 0.1 % 

Not more than 0.5 % 

5 % maximum 

Not more than 20 milli equivalents 
acid per 1000) gnus (0.2 %) 

Not less than 8 in general, not less 
than 3 for Honey with low natural 
enzyme cclient* and HMF 0 15 
mg/kg. 


Squeezed /Pressed/Drained 
65 % 

23 % 

0.95 

Not more than 0.5 % 

Not more than 0.6 % 

5 % maximum 

Not more than 40 milli equivalents 
acid per 1000 gms. (0.4 %) 

Not less than 8 in general, not less 
than 3 for honey with low natural 
enzyme Content* and HMF @ 
15 mg/kg. 

*Low natural enzyme content may 
be declared on the label. 
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2.5 Hudroxymethyl- furfural Not more than 20 mg/kg. Not more'than 40 mg/kg. 

content (HMF) 

2.6 Colour Nearly colourless to dark brown. 

2.7 Food additives Not permitted. 

2.8 Veterinary drug, other substances,. Veterinary drug and-contaminants should not have : 

environmental and other (i) Antibacterial substances, including Sulphonomides, and quinolones 

contominants (ji) Carbamates and pyrethroids 

(iii) Organqchlorine compounds including PcBs 
(iy) Qrganophosphorus compounds 
(v) Chemical elements 

2.9 Marking The product may be designated as honey only jf it oonform# to the 

provisions of 2.3 to 2.7and 2.10; Honey shall not cover honey analogues 
and invert sugar. 

(i) No honey may be designated by any of ■the subsidiary designations 
unless it conforms to the appropriate descriptions contained therein. 
Honey may be designated by the name “of the geographical or topo¬ 
graphical region if if has-been produced exclusively within the afea 
referred to. 

(ii) Honey may be designated according to floral or plant source, if it 
comes wholly or mainly from that particular source and has the organolepr 
tic, Physicochemical and microscopic properties corresponding with 
that origin. The minimum pollen content of th<- source shall be not less 
than 45 % as determined by the method given in Annex-G "oftjjic 
Indian . Standards IS : 4941 ; 1994 (Annox-i) for the total count of 
pollens and ; plant elements in honey. 

(iii) Where honey has been designated according -to. floral Ot plank 
source .than the common name or the*botanical, name,of the floral source 
shaU.be in close proximity toJho word. “Honey”., 

(w) Honey shall be designated according to th#. method ot proceswng- 
Extraoted Honey, Squeezed Honey, Pressed Honey or Dreyined Honey. 

(v) Information on labelling as specified -in the General Standard for the 
labelling or, Prepackaged Foods, shaU- be-given xeither on the -container 
or in accompanying documents, - except that-the riame of the product, 
lot. identification and the name and ’address of -the manufacturer or 
packer shall appear on‘the container 
(yi) Any other marking required by importer. 

2.10 Freedom fr<3m foreign matter Honey sold as such shall not have added to it any food “ingredient or 

other sflb&tance. It shall be free from invert sugar dr “honey analog. 
Honey shall not have any objectionable -'flavour, aroma -or taint 
.absorbed from foreign matter during its processing and storage. 
The honey shall not have begun to ferment 6r efierVeSehce Filtration 
is permitted to remove objectionable matter provided Sufficient pollen 
grains which characterise the holiey are retained, - 
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3.00 Tasting Procedure : 


3.1 The procedure for testing of honey shall be 

as indicated below. The samples/test samples 
utilised for conduct of tests shall be as pres¬ 
cribed uaderjthe relevant provisions of Indian 
Standards No. 13:4941:1994 and Codex 
AlimeBtarim Commission Standards, where 
applicable. 

3.2 Determination of Total Reducing Sugars 

3.3 As per procedure given in Annex-C/C-1 of 
Indian Standards No. IS:4941:1994. 

3.4 Determination of Moisture 

3.5 As per procedure given in Annex-B/B-1 (Oven 
drying method) and B-2 -(Refractometer Me¬ 
thod) of Indian Standards No. IS:4941-.1994. 

3.4 Fructose/Glucose Ratio 

3.7 As per procedure given in Annex-C/C-3 of 
Indian Standards No. 18:4941:1994 

3.8 Determination of Diastase Activity 

3.9 As per method prescribed by Codex alimen¬ 
tarius commission 

3.10 Determination of Water-Insoluble Solids Con¬ 

tent 

3.11 Aa per procedure method prescribed by Codex 
Alimentarius Commission 

3.12 Determination of Ash 

3.13 As per procedure given in Annex-D of Indian 
Standard® No. IS:4941:1994 

3.14 Determination of Sucrose 

3.13 As per procedure given in Annex-C/C-2 of 
Indian Standards No. IS:494I:1994 

3.16 Determination of Acidity as formic acid 
3.)7 As par procedure given iR Anncx-E of Indian 
Standards No. IS:4941:1994 

3.18 Determination of HMF Content 

(i) As per AOAC 980.23 method (or) 

(ii) either of the following methods : 

(a) Spcctrophotcmetric determination of 
HMF: As par procedure given in Annex - 
F of Indian Standards No. 1S:4941: 
1994; 

(b) Determination of HMF by HPLC 
(Aa per method prescribed by Codex 
alimentarius commission) 

3.14 Determination of Heavy Elements 

(i) Determination of Arsenic : As per pro¬ 
cedure given in AOAC No. 952.13 (Codex 
general method) 

(ii) Determination of Copper : As per pro¬ 
cedure given in AOAC No. 971,20 (Codex 

general method) 


[Fart II— Sec. 3(ii)] 

- i-rti ii in 1 1 

(iii) Determination of Lead : As per procedure 
given in AOAC No. 972.23 (Codex general 
method) 

3.20 Determination of Pesticide Residues : 

Names of pesticides to be analysed 

(i) DDT 

(ii) Lindane/BHC/HCH 

(iii) Endosulfan 

(iv) Aldrin 

(v) Chlordimeform 

(vi) Carbarly 

(vii) Carbendanzim 
Method of Analysis : 

As provided for in the Manual of Methods of 
Tests and Analysis for Food (Insecticide Residues) 
Published by Directorate General of Health Services, 
Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, Government 
of India, New Delhi. 

3.21 Determination of Presence of Antibiotics 
Names of Antibiotics to be analysed : 

(i) Sulphonomide 

(ii) Streptomycin 

(iii) Quinolone 
Method of Analysis : 

As provided for in the Official method of analysis 
of AOAC international 16th Edition, Vol. I & 11 
Items at 5.1.53, 5.1.54, 5.1.35, 5.3.21, 5.3.22, 5.3.23 
5.3.24 in respect of sulphonomide and streptomycin. 
For Quinolone as provided for in J-Chrometogr B 
Biomed Sci, Appl. Volume 709, Issue I. 

3.22 Determination of Presence of Mycotoxin s 
(i) Aflatoxin B1 

Method of analysis : 

As provided for in the Manual of Method of 
Tests and Analysis for Food (Aflatoxin) Published 
by Directorate General of Health Services, Ministry 
of Health and Family Welfare, Government of India, 
Npw Delhi. 

3.23 Determination of Presence of Dyes (Food 
Colours) 

Method of analysis : 

As provided for in the Manual of Methods of 
Tests and Analysis fbr Food (Food Additives) publish¬ 
ed by Directorate General of Health Services, Minis¬ 
try of Health and Family Welfare, Government of 
India, New Delhi. 

3.24 Determination of Presence of Carbamates and 
Dyrethroieds 

As per procedure given in AOAC Official Method 
No. 985.23 
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4.00 Procedure for Sampling 


(ii) One sample from each container bad me** 


(i) In the case of consumer pacts : Representative ^ or ex P° rt fr° m processor/exporter for complete 

samples of the honey shall be drawn according to analysis of all tests indicated in Annex-10, 

the method prescribed in Annex-J of Indian Standards (iii) Tests at SI Nos. I to 6 of Anntx-10 as per 

IS : 4941 -.1994. sampling plan. 


(ii) In the case of Bulk Packings : 
INTRODUCTION 

The samples will be taken from the export con¬ 
signments for every exports. The Procedure the 
frequency of the collection of sample and the kind 
of analysis which will be performed for the Honey, 
packed in bulk as given below : 

FREQUENCY OF THE SAMPLING 

Whenever the consignment is ready for export 
sample should be taken for analysis. The quantity 
of samples t* be taken and the number of times the 
inspector would come to collect the sample would be 
on the basis of exports. 

Every time the sample is taken, it must be from 
different lots of different origin. 

COLLECTION OF SAMPLES 


FREQUENCY OF CHECKS : 

60% of total no. of samples for pesticide residues 
and antibiotics, 30% of total ao. of samples for My- 
cotoxins contents and rest. 16% for Dyes and 
Glycerol content. 

CONDITIONS FOR SENDING AND RECEIV¬ 
ING the SAMPLES 

The samples have to be sent in a room tempera¬ 
ture after obtaining in hygienic conditions in clean 
glass or food grade plastic jars. 

6.00 Records of Sampling 

The application form for the records of sampling 
and application for analysis must be completed ac¬ 
cording to the following details : 

Date : Date (DD/MM/YY) in which the sample 
is collected 


AH the process must be adjusted to the general 
conditions of sampling. A few additional instructions 
are given below : 

Recipients : The recipients in which the samples 
are collected must be made of glass or food grade 
plastic. The capacity should bo around 200 gms. 
It is also possible to use food grade plastic bags if 
one is cautious to close them adequately and weigh 
them to verify a minimum quantity of 200 gms. 
Sample collection ; 

Liquid Honey : Collect approximately 200gms. of 
honey with an appropriate instru¬ 
ment (a stainless steel pipe 5 cm. 
Diameter and lm, long), dipped in 
the container of honey and emptied 
in the bottle. The procedure can 
bo repeated as many times till 200 
gms. of honey is collected. 

Crystallized Honey : Introduce a drill or a long 
handle spoon of diameter less 
than S cm. Place the honey in a 
recipient and repeat till you get 
at least 200 gms. 

5.00 Sampling plan 

No. of Samples to be drawn : 

(i) Minimum two samples from one container are 
required to be drawn-One sample for the tests 
in laboratory and another As contra samples. 
In case testing has to be done ia more than one 
laboratory additional samples along with contra 
samples can be collected following the said 
procedure. 


Officer : Surname, Nam® and Post of the officer who 
takes the sample 

Record : Number of record of sampling correspond¬ 
ing to the local office 

Place of collection of the sample : 

Name : Name of the company 

Location : Road, Street, Number or crossing of 
Streets 

Responsible : Surname, Name of the responsible 
person in the company 

Designation : Post held in the company 

Nature of the lot and the sample : 

Product or variety and category : Liquid Honey of 
Crystallized Honey 

Part, Organ, Tissue or Fluid : Product Detail 

Brand of the product or additional information : 
Registered Brand (If so) 

Origin of the sampling lot : 

Mark the filling cabinet : Another origin 

No. of Identification : No. of identification accord¬ 
ing to one of the following possibilities 
In case the company is Apicultural Producer) 

In case the company is Trader 

Documents presented with the lot ; Declaration of 
origin 

(production data and the size of the lot : 

Strapping : Identify each freed on 

Quantity : Quantity of containers whh capacity from 
the same oiigin. 
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Date of the sample : 

Quantity of units : one (1) 

Size of each unit : 200 (Two Hundred) 

System of : gm. 
measurement of the unit : 

Application o f the analysis' 

It is applied to the laboratory : Name of the Labora 
tory whO'does the analysis 

Determination : List of analysis applied to that la* 
bppatory. 

DECLARATION OF ORIGIN 

The record-application must enclose a document 
named Declaration of Origin Of the Bulk Honey, as 
per' 

COMMUNICATION OF THE SAMPLING 

A& ahd whetf the officer takes samples, he has to 
communicate the quantity of samples taken for each 
analysis, and to which laboratory that has been 
sent. 

HANDLING OF DOCUMENTATION 

The documents should adjust to the proceeding 
ip the section regarding order of the documents, 
which should be sent to recognized labs. 

ANNEXURE 

1. Short Title and Commencement : 

(i) These rules may be called the Export of 
Honey (Quality Control and- Inspection) 
Rules, 2001. 

(ii) They shall come into force on the date .of 
their final publication in the.Offlciftl Gazette. 

2. Definition : 

For the purpose these rules unless the contexts 
otherwise requires, the following definitions shall 
be applicable; 


(1) "Act” means the Export (Quality C r 
and.Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963); 

(2) "Agency” means- ahy one * of the Export- 
Inspection Agency at Bombay, Calcutta, 
Cochin, Delhhhnd 'Madra's est'alishdd Section 
7 of the Act; 

(-3) “Batch” means a qdMi'ty of honey Which 
have been prepared under the same condi¬ 
tions and in particular treated- in 1 singl 
continuous operation; 

(4) "Certificaio ’ means oertifict© issued under- 
shb-sectfon (3) of section 7 of the 1 Act; 

(5) “Collection Centre” means an establishmen 
wh6re honey may be collected. 

(6) “Council” means Export Inspection Counci 
established under section 3 of the Expor 
(Quality Control and Inspection)-Act, 1963 r 

(7) “Country of'Despatch” means India;. 

(8) ‘‘Country of Destination” means the Country 
to which hohey dispatched from India; 

(9) “Placing on the market” means the stocking 
or display with a view to sale, offering for 
sal©, delivery or any other manner of disposa 
with the exception of retail sale, which mus 
be subject to the checksluid down by national 
rules for retail business. 

3. Inspection : 

The inspection of honey shall be carried out that 

the same confdftns to the standard specifications 

recognized by the Central Government under 

Section 6 of the Act. 

4. Procedure of Inspection : 

(1) An expbrtey fetehdirfg’ to export *a consign¬ 
ment of honey shall give an intimation in 
writing to the Ageficy fufhHhtog therein 
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detail of the tohtr&ofual specifications dlbng- consignment at any place or stSfcagft,- ^n 

with a copy of the export contract Or order transit or at the ports before its actual ship- 

to enable the Agency to carry out inspection ment; 

in accordance with rule 3. 


(2) Every intimation under sub rule (1) shall 
be given not less than 2 days before the ins¬ 
pection to be carried out at the premises 
situated at the same station where the office 
of the Agency is located and not less than 
10 days before the inspection to be carried 
out at the premises which are not situated 
at the premises or which are not situated at 
the same station where the office of the 
Agency is located. 

(3) Oh receipt of intimation under the sub J rule 
(1)! the agency shall Carry out the irisnection 
of honey meant for export by drawing samples 
as’ pdf the instructions contained in schedule. 
t6‘ these tUleS and test the same 

Provided- that where the Agency is not satis¬ 
fied, it shall refuse to issue a certificate to 
thfe exporter and shall communicate Such 
refusal within twd days if thC inspection is 
carried out iu the station where the Agency 
is situated or 10 days, if the premises are 
not situated in the dime 1 station where the 
Agency is located, as the case may be to the 
exporter alongwith the reasons thereof, 

Provided further that before the refusal, the 
affected person shall be giveh an opportunity 
of hearing. 

(4) Subsequent to certification, the Agency shall 
have the right to reasses the quality of the 


(5) In the event of the consignment being fowijd 
not conforming to the standard specifications 
at any of these stages, the certiflci.te f df*ifls 
pection originally issued shall be withdrawn. 

5. PACKING AND MARKING 

An exporter intending to pack honey for export 
after preparing the consignment as-pqr the, Wilis 
shall pack in hygienically clean wide mouth, 
glass containers or in acid TStiUtaflt' ItfiUJtlbrM 
tin containers. The screw caps for the glass 
container shall be non corrosive and non reactive 
material' to honey andshall* -be provided -with 
washers to avoid spilling. 

Each container shall be legibly and indelibly marked 
with the following information : 

1. Name and address of processor/manufacturer. 

2. Name and address of the exporter. 

3. Name of the material and grade designation, 

4i Batch/Lot mtmbclr* 4 ' 

^including ytfar, rifoftth and 'dote of prodateing/ 

manufacturing). The illustration is given below':— 
1 A 10 

1 : year of processing (the last digit of 2001) 

A : months of processing (first month i.e, January) 

10 : date 1 of proc&iirfg (trihrii'day'6f the v ffi«nth) 

The following-, abbreviations shall- be used for the 
month of the year. 

January—A 
February—B 
March C 
April—D 
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May—£ 

Jane—F 
July—G 
August—H 
September—J 
October—K 
November—L 
December—M 

5. Gross weight and net weight 

6. Product of India 

7. Shipping mark 

6. PLACE OF INSPECTION IN CURTAIN CASES: 

Inspection for the purpose of these rules may also 
be carried out at the premises of the exporter 
where the goods are offered for inspection : 

Provided that adequate facilities exist therein for 
inspection. 

7. INSPECTION FEE 

Inspection fee shall be paid by the processor or 
exporter to the Agency @0.4% of the fob value 
subject to a minimum of Rs. 500 per consign¬ 
ment. 

8. APPEAL 

(a) Any exporter aggrieved by the refusal of the 
Agency to issue the certificate of inspection 
may within 10 days of the receipt of the 
communication such refusal prefer an appeal 
which Ahall be referred by the Agency to a 
panel of Experts consisting of not leas than 
three, but not more than seven persons ap¬ 
pointed for the purpose by the Central 
Government. 

(b) At least two-third of the total membership 
of the panel shall consist of non-officials. 


[FAJtT II— Sec. 3 (IQ) 

(c) The quorum of the Panel shall be : 

(i) In case the panel consist of 3 members, 
minimum two members are required to 
complete the Quorum. 

(ti) 4 member panel will require 3 members 
to complete the Quorum. 

(d) The decision of the Panel on such appeal 
shall be final. 

[F.No. 6/3/2000-EIAEP] 
P. K. DAS, Director 


wtx wrapr 
(tft. <ft. ft. 
srf firaft os *rf, 2ooi 
ssr.cn. loss.—TrapTftr wiwtfr crfavrfr (tm 

tnr JfW) ufofrqq , 1048 (l »48 W 41 tl) <1 

mrr 2 afv (v) % spjtm Jr fafbr arum: 
qwnrRT error vt s?rnrm nfirr w tpr. it*, 
ftnrrtr srpw sh oa-os-aooi agur* 
crftmff wr srot ^ faff srifinpr sroft | i 

[if. rft- 433 o/1/2000] 

Ufifa ffTOT, 3 *T fffclW (VhffffT) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(C.P.V. Division) 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S.O. 1098.—In pursuance of the Clause 
(a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and 
Consular Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 
1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorises Shri N. S. Siwach, Assistant 
in the Embassy of India, Berlin to perform 
the duties of Assistant Consular Officer with 
effect from 08-05-2001. 

[No. T, 4330| 112000] 
Y. C. NARANG, Dy. Secy. (Cons.; 







(rraW^TO:<f 36,10*l^B S,l»23 

swrwr afit ffTtfiT V5vr*r *fam 

(ptrw ftwr) 

(*ft.<Sq. <5*. ar^Tpr) 

H$ 11 *i, 2001 


2245 


«r.wi. 1008.—%qr ran vx farfoctro trfirfaw, 1848 (i848 vr is) 4»t *m lo^iw^r (2),|TTr 
stow w fo n ff «rr mr nro) wmfrir trw fw%fwr 'drw *r tow# vri) % qrwrw ww ffftrftmr <t stood) $ 
wr*r- i if ijwnrm Pwfafaff sfH wtftfrrcr *Ftot t, imfa :— 

«JRT IFJfift % WPT-lW^jra^t PrtqfMI TW q T’TffVTT 28 *fi7 OTW Wdf&W JTfafewf % JTf^T 4tT*PT 2aflT3 

if ftw t fi r ftra ar ffrfo t i <sf)f) wnttft swfa :— 

28 - ^Tffr faMWw * vhfw *nw fdfewr *i%y, im WRftfwrt: waff hk rf) 

%wwfir qnTg^t fimft w wa tingyre4ft«# 
fttoiwfww srtarnj ad) bpbbt srcr ctWwt 
wgenrf 5fjft or«r $ 31 orcwfr, 2001 
gT 33% fTT T»to *ft «ft iff: 
cnr tft ^(qfwjr fwftwr) 
ctwrfftfB fdfamr) 


[tffHTdt. 12018/4/2001-*^.^.^.] 

qw. %. Tw,f^twr (trw. £) 


ministry of health a family welfare 

(Department of Health) 

(P-M.S. Section) 

New Delhi, the lltb May, 2001 

SO.1099.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-Section (2) ofSeCiion 10 of The Dentists Act, 1948- 
(16 of of 1948), the Central Government, after consulting the Dental Council of India, hereby makes forth# 
amendment as follows in part-I of the Schedule to the said Act namely :— 

In Part-I of the said Schedule against serial number 28 of Guwahati University and the entries relating thereto 
the following entries in column 2 and 3 will be added, namely :— 

28. Guwahati University The following dental qualifications awarded M.D.S. Guwahati 

by the Guwahati University in respect of 
P.G. students of Regional Dental College, 

Guwahati, Assam, shay be recognised 
dental qualifications if granted on or 
after 13th January, 2001 : 

M.D.S. (Periodontics) 

M.D.S. (Conservative Dentistry) 


{NO. ▼. 12Q18/4/3a0J-mS] 
S.R. RAO, Differ (ME) 



[FaHT- IE—Sac, S(#)] 


2ZAB THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY,26, ,2004/ IKAIKEHA 5, 1923 
gw’ 3ft/ jr^rT’JT hrnm 
nf ftesft, u *rt 2001 
«pt.ht. lioo— ftwlwffrvn: ttswttt (hV% 


fiTflfaT JpfFRt % faig) fwT, 1976 % fmOT 10 

% gu-farn (4) % ®r n?Tfaftyrm 

% ■ -snfarpr ■vnffahfa-- ($Wr ark J ufrnn 

h<jpw).%)ifa»i$»'ff®% Jr irfer qnfoTfa pr h 
vt «mffTtaw am srr^r *t> t! farm ft, rrfagP'id 
ft-— 

1 . T^r nfsRT hfmr arrsfh; 

2. r^jrn %?» afafa-nrrc 

3 pokJji, 

4. £prtfa %^r, ^n^rra 

[tfam f .-uoii/ii93-^r] 
ffW fa? “KdTfW, fffftw (TPsr^TT) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, ihc 14th May, 2001 

S.O. 1100.—In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of 
Rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official 
purpose of the Union) Rule, 1976, the CenttaL Gov¬ 
ernment hereby notify the following Subordinate 
Offices of the DG : Doordarshan (Ministry eff Infor¬ 
mation and Broadcasting), the staff whereof more 
than 80 per cent have acquired the working know¬ 
ledge of Hindi :— 

1. High Power Transmitter, Rawer, 

21' DowdaWbiW'MaiTrtenaoce Centre,- 
Aurangabad. 

3. Doordarshan Centre, Delhi. 

4. Doordarshan Centre, Allahabad. 

[No. TvUeil|1^3-Jiiudi], 

S. S. KATARIA, Direclqr(QL) 


ufer g* ham 

9 *£ 2001 

' i (ftar w, trawm (s* % wr- 
.inM^ -JihFrft ft*nr, 1976 %famr 10 


% ^-fanrn 4 % wjwt Jr g? gfffa harm, 
BBFfa farrm % ntffa farrrfarmer ^rntfarf 80 
?fff5IcT % rrfu^ wmfaht ft fftnft =pt run st^t 

farm rtfugfaR ft •— 

mar wfft gn trfafft, marais-, ^ ffteht 1 

[W.tT. l-2/96-f?*ft] 

m septst tt fftftw (-vnrvpnr) 

MINISTRY OF TOURISM AND CULTURE 
(Department of Culture) 

New Delhi, the 9th May, 2001 

S.Qi 1 IOL—Tp pursuance of iSubrrulpX4) |of the 
Rule 10 of tha Official Language (use for Official 
Purpose of the Union) Rules, 1976 the Central Govern¬ 
ment hereby notifies the following office under the 
Ministry, of Tourism & Culture. Department of 
Culture, more than 80% staff of which has acquired 
working'knowledge of Hindi :- 

GANDHI SMRITI AND DARSHAN sAMITI, 
RAjdHAT, NEW DELHI. 

[No. F. 1-2/96-Hindi] 
J. P. KARDUM, Director (OL) 

T? fcfht, 9 2001 

^nwr. 1102 —^4 rrmr, Twrrer (mr % mn- 
spfrjpft % fargnnfn) fmrff, 1976 %farm 10 
% 39 farm? 4 % Jr mfcff gft sssrfft ham 

fam % spfaT fmfffarfartr vrnfanr ftro% so 
nfam Jr wtw vh’mfahf ft ffahl ur Trfnrsor wet 
UTR ®R fatm ft, wfatjfffcT WfV ft - — 

sjTCfaf w farnr ssflis, 1 

[ 9 ?. 4.. 1-2 

nvm «p4*t, -jt EtIspf: (rmfrtm) 

New Delhi, the 9ffi Mav.. 200 1 

S.O. 1102.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of the 
Rule (0 of the Official Language (usc’Tdr Official 
Purpose”of the Union) Rules, 1976 the Central Govern¬ 
ment hereby ^notifies the following office under the 
Ministry of Tourism & Culture. Department of 
Culture, mofe thqn 8Q% staff of which has acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi :- 

ANTHRO PGLOGiGAL SURVEY OF INDIA, 
KOWCATA. 

[ No, F. 1-2/96-Hindi ] 
J. P. KARDUM, Dy. Director (OL) 
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^tfeRR 3ffa yr^fcT<f> ^hf TOcTO 

16 2001 

^RT. OT. 1103.- cfr^tF RTOR F>t T^TT TTcftcT #RTT t 1% ofT<bfea if FF 

3TTF$F3> t % F^eT TO TOT if TO£f f 0 %) RRTO ^ 3frT ^f^O %T WTcTOT 
TrfMvRT TO, HT^fcTcb % ^ oftcIFT ^ fen?, % TOfrcff 3TO foTft^F FRT 

wrai^r f^t virpft ¥#<? ; 

afk F^ftF WR FF FcfoT ^TFT t f% TOT WTeTTlF f^5FT FFfRF FT 
feTT? FF ¥TFTOf> t ft? TO ijp if f^RT if f^RT if TOT FTFTOF^ flw^ TOT F>T TRFTF 
t 3frf ¥T F^T FT^RJtRT £ TOR ST^^ft 4 Ff% t TOTfF F> Rf^TOR TO TOxFT TORT 
3TTTOTO t; 

TO 3TF, cNfa RRTOR T^ffeRR 3fr? Tsf^RT R^TOFR ( ^T if TOfm <£ 
3?felR TO FR^T ) 3Tf^rf^TTO, 1962 (1962 ¥50) F§t STM 3 F$t TOTRT (1) £RT TOT 
FlfF^Fi TO TOTtF FRcT ftf, TO*f TOTTF F> FrfeR TO 3T^F FTOf FT TOt 3TTOF F?T 
¥tW FRcft t ; 

TOT if Ffc ^f?T if %TO£ F^ cZjfFF, FTORT if TOTf^TcT F^T ¥f^aRT 

F?f yfcRTt TORR TORT F^T TOTTO FRT fa? TO% F?t FT^H ^(F¥faF)fafa F* iftFR, 
TOif TOTFtF FT STfaTOF TO 3Rfa FT '^fa if fawt <£ TOT if 3TT&F farfeRT 

WT if Wf FlfaFF^, %T SRffftcft 3TO ff%Fl falfifaF, F^faSt ^faR/HTFI LITOWF, FTf^ToT 
Fl^ efir FR TO^FTl 




■&roi 

n 


\t ■ 


RfiTOoi 

517^ 


^qi'+ioi (^cS4<^4.¥j 

~A,_ . 

n 


46/1 

0.00 5 

0.07.0 

1 q-eiot TO 'S. 

'H«1KdJ i 3i 


24-11 




24-12 c^T 

0.04.0 




24-14 

0.03.0 




25-2-q 

0.01.0 




25-2 T 

0.03.0 




24-1 

0 00.5 



k 

25-1 

0.00.5 





0.19.5 


I 124 1 , 1 / 2001—5 


[F. TTyi.-14014/7/01 -#. ¥] 
TO ini XR. xrai^, 1FTOP 
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Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 

New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 

s. 0.1103.— whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is 
necessary in the public interest that for the transport of natural gas from 
Nallur EPS to Prern Chemco Gas Pipeline Project in Tamil Nadu State, a 
pipeline should he laid by the Gas Authority of India Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the 
purpose of h ;y uw 'he said pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user 
in tlr land unde; which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is 
desciibcd in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) 
of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in I,and) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule 
may, within twenty one days from the date on which the copies of this 
notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the 
general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein 
or !./im> o r foe pipeline under the land to the Competent Authority, Gas 
At- " •! ' riled, Cauvery Basin, Nagapattinam, Tamil Nadu. 


Schedule 


it hsil 

Village 

Survey No. 

Area to be 

1 

1 



acquired for 
ROU in Hectare. 

Mimnargudi 

74, Nallur 

30' 1 

0.00.5 



24-1 1 

0.07.0 



24-I2B 

0.04.0 



24-14 

0.03.0 



25-2A 

0 . 01.0 



35-3A 

0.03 () 

1 


24-1 

0.00.5 (i P 



23-1 

0.00.5 G.P 



Total 

0.19.5 


-See. 3 (ii)l 


[No L-14014/7/01 GP] 
1. S. N. PRASAD, Director 
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"4? Ten'll, 16 T T?, 200 I 

?HT. to 1104- cF^T TOR TOT ^TO TOfrtT T^RTT t fa TOTO'fld if RF 
TORTOITO f 1% TOTOTOR TOI ^ TORFTO -TOWTR-eM Rl^TOTTTO Ff^TOFRT R 2 M 
S^T ^TOfelTOT % RT R^RFR Ri foR, %f RTTOfM 3TTTO 7 fafR&F RRT qTfqRTT^T 
fsrwf v5tf¥t "stt1%xt ■ 

rtW rf^Tr torto to\ rf to?Tct ftto t fa rrr wtottfr faji^r r> sRfr^PT ^ 

feP? R? TORRRTO t fa TOT Tjf*r *T fvTOT *T TOR qT^TOR^R TOT^I TO TORTR t 3?|R 

^Tt RTfa^RRT $ TOFF RFJPjfa 3 Rffa t, *T TOTRpq R7 orfifaR TO 3Tfar TORTO 

TO1RRRTO t ; 


TOP, TO, fafaR TORTO, falfcRR 3fa R#TO Rl^TOTTTO ( ijfa 4 TOIRFT R? 
^faTTOR TO TOfa ) 3fa|PlRq 1962 (1962 TO 50) fa RRT 3 fa TORRT (1 ) RRT TOxT 

fafafa to rrY j i rtot |r, to-r totrFt to fafaR to toYr tor ~rt toTO rttrtr fa 
RTW Rrfa t ; 

toff RF^ifa *T cff^Tcr Rfa $ 1 %rrf Rfa fafa, tototr * Ran RTOTffar ?r 

fafajRRT fa fafRT TOTRRR TORcTT TOT TOTTOR TOR ifa fa TO<fa ^ ?TO?RT fafi ^ 

faR, tofT totrft rT fafaro tot srfar to ^pr R wtoitir flm to rrr R Rnfa 

fafaRT RTO YT RTOT fafafaT, far 3 TTO^€T TOTO ^TO fafafa, fa- 143 /fa RfacRI RFf, 

TORT RtR, fat Ml4?, TOTOJR, (TOTORR) fa TOR RfamI 


. ._ _ 


j Trto 

1 

TO#R 

TOR 

TdTOT FO 

TO,3TT.‘3.' 5 fT t<r14 

3lfRt1 ^ 5) 14 RTrfT 

■»1Tr ivRTO: ^ 

w 


R 

R } ^ 



.- 

.T 

’iTW 

TOR 

TOTTO 

3494 

0 0594 

1 



3404 

0 0871 

1 

1 



338G 

0 0198 




3357 

0 0158 




3302 

0 0871 




3308 

0 0158 




3284 

0 1663 




3274 

0 0158 




2667 

0 0120 




TOT 

0 4791 


(TO ^.-14014/3/2000-^. 47 .] 
■TO^ TO TO 7RK, FR=fi 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 

s. o. 1104.—whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary 
in the public interest that for the transport of Liquid Petroleum Gas through Kandla - 
Jamnagar - Loni Pipeline Project in the State of Rajasthan, a pipeline should be laid 
by the Gas Authority of India Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of 
laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention 
to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within 
twenty one days from the date on which the copies of this notification, as published in 
the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to the 
Competent Authority, Gas Authority of India Limited, D-143/B, Koshalya Marg, 
Basant Marg, Bani Plark, Jaipur (Rajasthan). 


Schedule. 



Tehsil 

Village 

-~ 

Survey 

No. 

— 

Land to be acqu¬ 
ired for R.O.U. 

(In Hectares) 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

Ajmer 

Ajmer 

Tabiji 

3494 

0 0594 




3404 

0 0871 




3386 

0 0198 




3357 

0 0158 




3302 

0 0871 




3308 

0 0158 




3284 

0 1663 




3274 

0 0158 




2667 

0 0120 




Total 

0 4761 


[No. L-14014/3/2000 GP] 
1 S. N. PRASAD, Director 
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16^, 2001 

^rr. 3 TT. 1105— WR q>T fj?TT Mdlcl WtcTT % f^> dWf^d ^ qF 

qq TtetfgR PT % q> mR<?FT q* fen?, % tf^TT £RI W^efT^T 

teTf wpfr qT%? ; 

3 ft? qr^q ?T?qq? q>t 7TF Ucfa ^TcF % 1% Bq^T q* l^t^FT q> 

for? q^ 3TTq?qq> t t% ^T ijRr A fuRT ^ ^T m^Mdi^H 1%wf ^ q>T W'WM t 3ik 
^fr ^ 3T^xpn ^ W^T ^ qf^RT t, A WqRT ^ 3rRRF>R qq 3T^T qRFT 

3TRT9q^ % ; 

3RR 3R, qv^q m&R, MfeRR 3ft? ^RpST ^ A viM-Ul J l q> 

srf^cRR qq 3 RjR ) srf^RRT 1962 (1962 ^T 50) qft qRT 3 c£t ^WRT (l) HM 3Rff 
?[f?ciqt qq qqfq qRct 1 |<?, ^RT^t wfRT q> 3rf£fqq? qq 3l4q q^Rt q> 3HRt 3fT?Tq q>t 

qtW qRcft t ; 

qqq qrjqRft *r qfc ijpr *r f%crqq q>rt A trtt Miftra ^ 

3tRr|^RT q?t qfrqt MIW uRTcTT q>t ^TOT q>?T f^T 3fRt c£t cfT^t?sr ?t F^?T f^Tt <£ 
ifcrc, ^r wfrq ^ qrfaqq? qq 3 r?r ttt ^ wtctt^ tent $ w *r ^rr^nr 

felRsId ?t ?T5T T T WlRiqq^, % 3TOTft£t #f) fdfd^, ^t-143/#t, q^Ic^T HPf, 

«rtrt wA, q^fr rt^, qqqq, (?RR«Trq) q>t qR ?^ni 


F4«l 

q**A?r 

qrq 

WHI 40 

1>T.31T.^.^ fiiT? 












*r 

q 


q 


¥L 

qqr H^I^I 

23 

0 0712 




22 

0.0158 




qtq 

0 0870 


[d. T^.-14014/3/2000-^t. qt. ] 
37Tlf. 1774. 1R. ■yTTT^, 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 

s. o. 1105 .— whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary 
in the public interest that for the transport of Liquid Petroleum Gas through Kandla - 
Jamnagar - Loni Pipeline Project in the State of Rajasthan, a pipeline should be laid 
by the Gas Authority of India Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of 
laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention 
to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within 
twenty one days from the date on which the copies of this notification, as published in 
the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to the 
Competent Authority, Gas Authority of India Limited, D-143/B, Koshalya Marg, 
Basant Marg, Bani Plark, Jaipur (Rajasthan). 

Of B b 


Distt 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Land to be acqu¬ 
ired for R.O.U. 

(In Hectares) 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

Jaipur 

Dudu 

Chak Maheshpura 

23 

0.0712 




22 

0.015£i 




Total 

0.0870 


[No. L~ 14014/3/2000 GP] 
I. S. N. PRASAD, Director 
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’3TOI ■'PT <HMi| : ^ 26, 200lM^3 5, 1923 


16^, 2001 


^T. an. H06- 'FR^>R ^TT tfcfa BfaT t dW 3TmW t, 

^T3ReTFT mi 4 <t>kidl - dTWR - dPft WTcTT^T ^ mid % cTCcf 4^1 % 

^ qftcisH & f^r % armf^r 3w |f^rr gRi wtctt^t f^it ddft dTft^ ; 

afk WR %, <frkdl - dH'PK - cfpft ?Rd T^rfeT^m % Wrai^T $ fcT^ 
CPTO 3TT0 241 cfrfal 20.01.98 gRT ^SJ ^ awWT 3W ^Tf ferfif^S 3 

Tffcrf^RpRT $\ 3tW tffO TJRTT, 3m <5dm ^T ^rfeRRT afk ^MT^f ( Tjft *t mpfm 
^ affirm <m apfo) arfaf^m, 1962 ( 1962 50 ) ^ eim 2 ^ ^ (^>) ai^Pr w*r 

$ ^Rfr cm ftcfea £ f^r yif^i^d f^rr m\ 

afhr mm ^ mRT arfaftw ^tira 3^ otm ( 1) ^ ar#r m auo 
1095 cn%i 22 fofrm 1998, m ano 1094 ?n%5 22 f^Tm,i998 afhr m ano 597 (ar) 
24 vjofft, 1999 mr apj^prqt *r ^r ^jpr *r wfnT $ arfam ^ 

apfo ^ fcf?> arf^jrjdK: wt^rt sit; 

arcf: am mm, Q<ifaqn afft ^ $ wfm a#m cm 

apfo) arfaftw 1962 ( 1962 nn 50) 3ft mr 2 ^ ^ (^) afft m 3 q?r tort (i)srt 
mr ^r?tr irffm g\ r , m wept ?T mT dtnfe *r wt 3M?w t, w 
ft&r mft t Tn4 <£ mr (2) 4 ftPiftee to mm i> ^feRm ato 

yi#fa<5 mrTcRT mrm ar^ngmr, md mft ^ (3) 4?r cmepft yRfe *t 

^tfir ^ ^?frf^RT dppfti 
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WS¥A 

flo ggglSl 



i 

*FT.3F. 1095^41^ 22 

1998 

* 24 41 HIM 3lfal 33T*jtTS ^ 

3RTffcI MU ^0 “94'' "95" 1P4T UTRI 1 

4 *482* 4 ^ (ta "0.1450" Vr 4 4 0.0320* 4 

^ 1 

liO 22 41 OT ^ ITWlfaT 3n^l¥ ^ 

orton is^rcr io 44 3oi* 4 ^fr 4 * 280 * 4 , israrcr 

10 44 2* 4 "0.0835** *f?T "0.0474* 4 , 

43TOT %> 4 4 84* 4 % eterftTI 44 0.04 74* 4 ^ 

44 o.oo2o' 4 , isrcRT lo 4 4 5* 4 efaqinr 44 0.4000 14 

44 0.49 09* 4 , ^RTCI io " 7 " ^ stow 

44 0.031 9 44 44 0.0773**^ W WRI 1 0 4 *4 44 

^ SblWT 4 4 0.05 48* 4 ^ faC#TCT HHI ^ 1 

^ 4l0 22 UTH TTCllH Utoftl 3H^T5 ^ 

3RT% 45RHT ^0 4 4 3 98** ^ t^Rim "O.OO20" 
**0.103tf 4 , 4E9RT?T ^0 T4 395 44 ^ ifo9WT 

44 0.01 00 44 ^ 4 4 0.0950* 4 , ^RTCT ^0 * * 394* 4 

^ tfWT 44 0.1500 4 ' ^1 "0.1742 44 , ^0 

4 * 386* * ^ efclW 4 4 0.0560* * ^1 "0.1188 44 

194TCT ^0 44 387* 4 ^ ta 44 0.2180* 4 ^1 

44 0.42 76" lamr 1o "396" ^ ton 

44 0.1480‘* "0.0475" ^TCTCT ^0 " 356" 

itow "0.0480" ^ "0.0158"^ W -0RRI 

io 44 354" ^ ton "0.2090", 494T1T %) 

4 4 355* 4 ^ risNitf 44 0.09 50* 4 ^ fopfrfaff T4T4T 

'tol 1 

^5 ^0 22 41 W4 dwVfl ^ 

SRDfa 4 *3.1440* 4 *T>I * 4 3.3245 44 

1 

4lo 21 N4 urn /afti wfai sn^rs 
3RPfa '34RI io " 3 " ^TT*T " 0 . 0200 "^ 







rHFTIl-TO3(ii)] 


'TTOT'JFHMM* : *nf 26, 200lM*3 5, 1923 

HHVft 




“ 0.3410** 0% WTT 00 "4“ % ^T3IW 

“0.3210** fadlfMcl TOOT I 

^ w 20 ^ tp fawft owfa 3 n^tra: $ 
3RFfrr wo ^o "979“ $ “o.i60o“ 

^r “0.1980“, WRT ^0 "849“ ^ STfTifT 
“0.1200" Vr "0.1220“ , WRT 40 ** 961** 
Vr “963", ism ■'TO “906“ ^ “1197“, 

0$ I 0«1T WO ^0 “978“ % 

“0.0380", WO ^0 “850“ % tfooiTT 

“0.0020" Vr MfVd ORT I 


0TT.3TT. 1094(«T) M4T 22 ^ tfO 7, 8 07 WT OTTOT WTftO 'PT^T^T 


{*0*07, 1998 


^ 3RT*fa T3T07T OO “ 690“ ^ I^OkI** 0,0500*' 
oft “0.1540“ , MT OO “592“ ^ “0. 

4800“ oft “ 0.5660“, 7307T OO “602" '7 

“0.0050“ “0.1780" 73071 =T0 

“550“ ^ “0.7000“ OH “ 0.7910*', 

WO %) “539" tlWcT “0.2640" OTT ‘' 0- 
2690", 7300 OO “515“ % e^FfiTT “0.2080“ 
*7f “ 0,2090*' 13770 *t0 “210“ 

“0,0020" oft “0.3820** , 1300 ^0 **53l“ % 
risTPfT “0.0050“ Vf “0.0650", WO ^0 

“701“ ^ ^T3fW “0.2240“' ^ “ 0.0780** 
■gTITT ^0 “633" efciW ‘*0.2920** 3?T 

“0.0900", WO OO “597** % et9H75T 

“0,2640" “0.0320", WO ^0 **596“ % 

“ 0.1550** ^ “0.1230** 7300 OO 

“532“ W7W “0,1600** ^ “0.1000“, 

WO ^tO “212** S^TOT “0.4560" 3^ '*0. 
3160*', 13 m 30 “211“ “0.2540“ 

Vr “o.oi4o“, ism “638“ % atew “o. 
1920**3Tt “0.1570** -9% WO 30 “551** 


1424 GI/2001—6 



TOE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 26,2001 JYAISHTOA 5,1923 


[Part II—Sec. 3 (it)] 


wvft 




ifaflTT 


(VP) ^ "0.0950** , 7I7RT lO 4 4 5 38* 4 

44 0,00 50* 4 , lo "510" $ tkwm 

"o.ooio", tamr 1o 44 593 44 $ amir 44 o. 
0760", 75FRT 10 "595" ^ "0.1600", 

TSTRT 10 *‘582“ ^ fftTW "O.OOIO", 73TTCr 
TO "oM 44 $ 44 0.0050 44 , T5FFRI 10 

"504" ilWT "0,0800",Vr Mfw ttti 
^ I 


TTT.31T. 597(31) ftlTCT 24 ^ ^0 10 T7 TUT ^TT^Tr WlflW f^W ^ 

T[?ni *1999 amfifa ^ ElTO "7.7030" "7.7130" 

T% I 


TT.3TT, 1094(31) ftTtTT 22 ^ 10 8 ^ 11 41 UW '‘TtTTTT TtflfcT 


feTO, 1998 Tl 


PT^IS! ^ TRTlT TS7RT 10 " 144 44 ^ 


Trr.3ir. 597(31) 24 fifaW 4 1.2775" "0.6I6O 44 , tstcri to 


1999 


"148" 44 1.0500* 4 " 1.1055 44 , 

73TRT 10 " 156 4 ' ^ S^ERT "0.1240" Tl "o, 
8060* 4 T37RI TO "298" 4r 1rTT><T "0.1520" 

^ "0.1900 44 , 737TCT TO "30l" ^ SrlTW **0. 

0025 44 T?T 44 0.1000", ISTCRT TO "340" ^ 

1m "0.1040 44 Tl "0.0640 44 TSFRT TO 
"3-t5" "0.1680" Vi 44 0.04 30* 4 , 

137RT TO "342" ^ e i DrRT 4 4 0.0850" TT "o, 
2600", T37RT TO 44 354* 4 ^ ItWH 4< 0.0655" 
Tl "0,0255* 4 , UTRT TO 44 355 4 ‘ $ 4< 0. 

1720* 4 Tl 44 0.1300* 4 T% 3lh T37RT TO 44 299 44 
^ IfTW "O.IOOO 44 , 7?7RT TO "300" ^ 

tlrw "0.0400", T5mi TO "344 4 * $ 

"0.0040", 137RT TO " 341 44 $ 

«T5Ri<T "0.2080". 757RT 10 "356" 

S^ERT 44 0.03 50** , T37RT lo ,4 144/1277" 

$ star "0.0600", nmr lo "346" % 

epTTvT "o.oioo" ^ P^PHtl TTTT Tul I 





r ’•TFT II—7sT9 3 (ii)] W 971 45499 : 9^ 26, 2001/^03 5, 1923 


»><9 


2257 


_c— l. 


I 


IV/ U IN ./111 I I 


r>[«Rl* VTji. l^MQvT) 

-L , ^ ^ “5.7405“ 99 “5.7563“ 

r j. ^ e °\ 1 ^ i 

*+Nl*9q l“OT U5)rc-. 

~xs L^h'^;. 'j . ’ 

V ' i ^ tro 9 W 13 99 199 ■^rrarr 9T4*rt6r 

PHU^cm^l ^ iFfFPT TFTU -R0 “1992“ 97 


£T99>44“ 2.2000“ 99 “2-1000“ 

49941 

90 

“1364“ 97 £499764 “0.6060“ 

99 “ 0.4240“ , 

7394T 90 “1304“ 97 £499744 

“2.2650“ 

99 

“ 1.9650“ 93T9TT 90 “1995“ 94 

549994 

“0. 

6000“ 99 “ 0.7040“ ,9% 1 




97T 3Tr 1094I3T) fc4T97 7? I ij*4 40 9 94 TTTR '•-iMt 99^449 fq^an^l t $ 


lerf^J. 199g 


l SFrfffa 9774 £499767 £.47^C 99 8.5910 

I , 

I 93 I 


Y® ^0 9 71 ¥1 99444 94)*f46r 97 

3FcFk 734T4T 90 “2033“ 4' £49994“ 0.1220“ 

73444T 90 “2032“ 94 £499764 


97? “0.1440“ 


“0.0300“ 99 “ 0.2720“ . 7994T 90 


‘2039 99 


f99W4 

“0.2160“ 

974 “ 0.1440“ 

4994T 

90 

“2014“ 

94 £499774 

“0.0900“ 99 

“0.1630“ , 

7399 90 “2027“ 

94 £499774 “ 0.0320“ 

99 

" 0.0400' 

'* . 7399 

90 “2015“ 

^ c4W6T 

“0.1200' 

“ 974 “ 0.1560“ 7399 90 

“178“ 

% 

99994 

“0.0750“ 

99 “0.1200", 

, Q 7471 

90 

“ 179“ 

37 ^T997cT 

“0.0010“ 99 

“O.OIOO" . 

9T99 90 “1945“ 

^ £499764 “0.0040“ 

9?r 

“0.1360 

“, 7399 90 

1 ‘ 1944* 4 % £499764 

“0. 

1440*' 

■g9 “ 0 0010 

", 4o 

“1052“ 

94 

5499774 

“0.0500“ 

99 “ 0.0450“, 

797471 

90 

”171“ 

97 £49979 * 

'0.0500“ 99 “1 

0.0060" 

93 


4TT4 43444T 90 “2035“ 97 ST9976T “0.0440“.l 





”->8 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 26,2001 JYAISHTHA 5,1923 


[PaktU —Stt.3 (n)] 


URvfl 


tfc'OTTO 






K\ Vv-)T4SJ^ 


13RR 40 “2036“ 


43 834444 
^ S44444 
% a^rrnff 
137RT 40 “177" ^ #44*4 
fawfftcr 4T4T ^ i 


137RT 40 “2038“ 
BM. ^0 “2013“ 


“0.1040“ , 
“ 0.1160“ , 
“ 0.0450“ , 

“o.oioo", 4 rr 


^ *to 

f M^g-^lSr 4T 3RPfa 737RT 40 ”609' 


9.10 47 WT ■^FtTOTT fTSS^^fi 

“609“ $ 

efaw “o.oioo" ^ “0.1600 ". bwt io 

“607" $ ^T5R1??T “0,0020“ “0.0420“, 

UTRT 40 “577“ 43 e^ST^eT “o.0250“ 44 “o. 
1000“ 75FRT 40 “595“ ^ 5^*444 “O.IOOO" 
“0.1050“, 13RRT 40 “589“ $ ($4444 


“ 0.0800' 

' 44 “0.1000“, 15RRT 

^0 

“586“ % 

8*44^1 

“0.0125“ 

“0.0375“ 

7SFRT % 

“448“ 

^ 8*4434 

“ 0.0400“ 

Vr 

“0.1810“ , 


isrto 4b “353“ ^ etaw “0.0950“ “0. 

1800“,75RRrt0 “ 364“ ^ 814444 “0.1400“ 4?T 
“0.1900“. B47T lO “365“ «*4444 “0. 


0200“ 

43* 

“ 0.0700“, 

397-RT 40 

“515“ * 

8rl4Mi4 

“0.0600“ 4ft 

“o.oioo 44 , 

HTRT 40 

“599“ 


$44>4 

“0.0700“ 

4?T “0. 

0400“ 

B7RT 

40 “59/ 4 

$ 8*4434 

“0.2100“ 


■^r “0.1900“ mm ^o “590“ % stew 

“0.2700“ Vr “0.2500“ . 74*RT % “412“ % 
« “ 0,2500“ 44 “ 0.1600", <9*RH0 


“400“ 


“ 0.1600“ 


44 stow 

33TTCT 40 “366“ 43 8*44*4 


®BT “ 0.0600“ 


“0.6600“ 


Vr 


“0.6350“ , 13mi 40 “587“ 43 ehlW 

“o.i85o“ “ 0.1600“. afa mm 40 

“610“ ^5fw “o.i4oo“, mm 40 “515“ 
$ 8*44*4 “0.0250“, ismr 40 “594“ % 

to “o.oo5o“, mm 3o “411" 


0.0010 


15R7T 40 “370“ % sfcTWT 



[*PTII—735 3 (ii)] 


Wfif : O? 26 , 2001 /wS 5 , 1923 


^ooo I <*>rqfcf4 ^ki?t ^ faiw 




HH v ll 


“0.2400“, TO ^0 “368“ % tfiRicl 

“0.0010“, WTO ^0 “367“ % ^HTW 

“o.030o“, *rr r^MlPMd oht ^ i 

^o io ^ m oo^jo wflrT fr^rrsT 

SROfa WTO ^0 “84“ % SHTW 

“0.0280“ ^ “0.0840", WO OO “85“ ^ 
“ 0.0430“ ^r “ 0.1210“ , wo 00 

“8i“ ^ “o.o69o“ Vr “o.oe9o“ 

WO ^0 “83“ stow “0.0260“ 0?T 

“ o.06io“, wo oo “194“ 

“0.089l“ “0.0991 “ , WO ^0 “ . 82“ 

^ 5*W6T “0.0020“ ^ “0.0110“ WTO ^0 
“52“ ^ “0.1396“ 0f»r “0.0506“. 

■wo 00 “53“ ^ “0.1000“ "V' 

“0.0360“, WTOOO “51" EfTWO “0.0750“ 
“0.0300“ 0% WTO 00 “103/2“ ^ 
^5R50f “0.0100“ ofr OTOT ^ I 


OO 12 ^T 14 07 OIO fHusan.^i r1?Ol61 
MsdlSI ^ 3TWfcT WTO OO “16“ ^ 
“0.0050“ OTt “0.1200“ WTO 10 “22“ ^ 

6^0 “0.0080“ oi'r “0.1750“, WTO 10 

“ 24 “ or “ 0 . 0020 “ ^fr “ 0 . 0700 “ 

WTO 00 “27“ ^ 5^4) 61 “0.0580“ 

“ o.i 500 “, wto “ 1 : 2 “ ^ etew 

“0.0960“ “0.1960**, WO ^0 “898“ % 

“0.6960“ “0.7700“ WTO ^0 

**1038** efaw **0.0560** ‘*0.0920**, 

WTO ^0 “28“ ^ “0.2320** ^T 

“0.1420“, WTO OO “15“ ^ efcR>?r 

“0,3360** ^ “0.0700", *100 00 “1040** ^ 

“0.0500“ “0.0100“, WTO io 

“1039“ $ **0.0600“ ^ **0.0400*', 





2260 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 26,2001 JYAISHTHA 5,1923 


Part II—Sec. 3 (ii)] 


wmt 


wcmo 




HYTTtR 




33H3T HO “l030*‘ HT &THHH4 “ 0.0720'* HO 


*0.0020“ TjFRT 

HO 

“129“ 

arsiwr i 

“0.6200“ HH rt 

0.5200“ 


H0 “3269“ HHi 

“3272“, T3m 

HO ' 

“3270“ 

HH “3271“, 

THKM0 “3225“ 

Hit “ 

3625“ . 

H^TT TJTRT [ 


^0 


it Cl T TT TirT T * ‘ ~ ~ ‘ 


12' 




0.0650 


TsFRT HO 


“13“ shrr>ri “0.6000“, i^htt ho “1029" 

*F> efTHW “0.0960** , T*PTO HO "l04l“ =P 
**0.0010“, HO “1043“ HT STHW 

“0.0720", tsTTHT ^0 “1044“ H3 53HHHH , 

“O.OOSO** HH faffc HTHT Hn^I | I 

| -cpsg Tto 14 HH UR H1T%T fTO=TTCT 

^ H^H ^[HRkT “15.9330“ H^I 

**16.1400“ H% 1 _! 


[H. T3HH.-14014/7/2000-Ht. Ht. ] 
3fft TH. 9H- HHK, 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 

s. o. U 06 .— whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for the transport of liquified petroleum gas through Kandla/Jamnagar 
- Loni pipeline in Rajasthan State, pipeline may be laid by Gas Authority of India 
Limited; 

And whereas, the Government authorised Shri Deepak C. Gupta, Additional 
Collector on deputation from the State Government of Rajasthan to Gas Authority of 
India Limited to perform the functions of the competent authority under clause (a) of 
section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land) 
Act, 1962 for Kandla/Jamnagar - Loni LPG Pipeline Project vide S.O. No. 241 dated the 
20 th January, 1998; 

And whereas, the Central Government vide S.O. 1095(E) dated the 22 nd 
December, 1998; S.O. 1094 dated the 22 nd December, 1998 and S.O. 597(E) dated the 
24 th July, 1999 published notifications under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the said Act 
for acquisition of right of user in the land in the manner specified in the respective 
schedules annexed thereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section 
(2) and sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipeline (Acquisition 
of Right of user in Land Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government being satisfied 
that it is necessary in the public interest, so to do, hereby directs that each of the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
specified in the column (2) of the Table mentioned below may be amended in the 
manner specified in the corresponding entry in column (3) of the said Table. 



[WJ 11—75^3 (ii)] 


viTOf^T Wra 26, 20015, 1923 


2261 


S.No Notification & Date 

l |S.O. lO^^ted the 22 Qd 
December, 1998 


Table 


Amendment 


At Page No. 28 against Village AnwaTehsil Abu 
road for Survey No. “94” read “95” and for Survey 
No. “482” Area “0.1450” read Area “0.0320”. 


At Page No. 27 against Village Kui Tehsil Aburoad 
for Survey No “ 301” read “280”, for Survey No, 
“2” Area “0.0835” read ”0.0474”, for Survey No, 
“84” Area “0.0474” read ”0.0020”, for Survey No, 
“5” Area “0.4000” read ”0.4909”, for Survey No, 
“7” Area “0.0319” read ”0.0773” and Survey No, 
“4” Area ”0.0548” shall be deleted. 

At Page No. 26 against Village Tartauli Tehsil 
Aburoad for Survey No, “398” Area “0.0020” read 
”0.1030”, for Survey No,“395”Area “0.0100” read 
”0.0950”, for Survey No,“394”Area “0.1500” read 
”0.1742”, for Survey No,“386”Area “0.0560” read 
”0.1188”, for Survey No,“387”Aiea “0.2180” read 
”0.4276”, tor Survey No,“396”Area “0.1480” read 
”0.0475”, for Survey No,“356”Area “0.0480” read 
”0.0158”,and Survey No,“354”Area ”0.2090” 
Survey No,“355” Area ”0.0950” shall be deleted. 

At Page No. 27 against Village Tartauli Tehsil 
Aburoad for Total Area “3.1440” read “3.3245”. 

At Page No. 26 against Village Ore Tehsil Abu 
road for Survey No. “3” Area “0.0200” read Area 
“0.3410”. and Survey No. “4” Area 0.3210 shall be 
deleted. 

At Page No. 25 against Village kiwarli iehsil 
Aburoad for Survey No, "979" .Area "0.1600” read 
”0.1980”, for Survey No.“849”Area "0.12U0" lead 
”0.1220”, for Survey No.“961" read ”963" fnr 
Survey No,”906" ead "1197". and Sur\6.y 
No,“978”Area "0.0380" Survey No,"850” Area 
”0.0020” shall be deleted. 


S.O. 1094(E) dated the 
22 nd December, 1998 


j At Page No. 14 against Village Bharja Tehsil 
| Pindwara for Survey No, “690" Area “0.0500” read 
”0.1540”, for Survey No,“592” Area “0.4800” read 
”0.5660”, for Survey No,“602”Area “0.0050" read j 
”0.1780”. for Survey No,“550" Area “0.7000” read I 
”0.7950”, for Survey No,“539”.Area “0.2640” read j 
”0.2690”, for Survey No,“515” Area “0.2 080” r ead | 
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S NO I 


NonriP TTIOT1 ,Vr I )^Tf 


atn^ritn^nr 


SO 

cSvcfi - - 


I 


> (i ■MlSMi" tor Mirvev No‘V nr Area “fMMMO 
read”0.3820”, for Survey No,“531'’Area “0.0050’" j 
read ’0.0650”, for Survey No,“701”Area “0.2240” I 
read ”0.0780”, for Survey No,“633”Area “0.2920” I 
read”0.0900”, for Survey No,“597”Area “0.2640” j 
read ”0.0320”, for Survey No,“596”Area “0.1550” j 

J- - 1 ”A *T>/V* A r',.,. - “'■ T .ifT”* • 

1 1 VUU U. , 1D1 kJUi vwy iNU, l LI VU G. 1VJV/V I 

i tv»^ri”0 10(111” tor Simw No“'>V>”4rea “0 4560” 1 
j read ”0.3160”, for Survey No,“211” Area “0.2540” 
read 0.0140 ”, for Survey No,“638”Area “0.1920” 
read”0.1570”,and Survey No,“551”Area ”0.0950” 
Survey No,“538” Area ”0.0050” Survey No,“510” 
Area ”0.0010” Survey No,“593” Area ”0.0760” 
Survey No.“595” Area ”0.1600” Survey No,“582” 
Area ”0.0010” Survey No.“634” Area ”0.0050” 
Survey No,“504” Area ”0.0800” shall be deleted. j 


; 0.557(H)dated ih* 24a j~ At Page No. 3f agaL.,: Vllh^ Zh^ Teh„„ 

i July. 1999 i Pmdwara lor iotai Area 7.7u30 read 7.7130 . i 

I 

I 

At Page No. 15 & 36 against Village Bhimana 
Tehsil Pindwara for Survey No, “144” Area 
“1.2775” read ”0.6160”, for Survey No.“148”Area 
“1.0500” read ”1.1055”, for Survey No,“156”Area I 
*0.1240” read ”0.8060”, for Survey No,“298”Area 
“0.1520” read ”0.1900”, for Survey No,“301” Area 
“0.0025” read ”0.1000”, for Survey No,“340”Area 
“0.1040” read ”0.0640”, for Survey No,“343”Area 
“0.1680” read’’0.0430”, for Survey No,“354”Area 
“0.0655” read ”0.0255”. for Survey No,“355”Area 
“0.1720” read ”0.1300”, for Survey No,“342*Area 
“0.0850” read”0.2600”,and Survey No,“299”Area 
”0.1000” Survey No,“300” .Area ”0.0400” Survey 
| No,“311” Area ”0.0010” Survey No,“341” .Area 
O.2080" Survey No,“356” Area ”0.0350” Survey 
No,“144/1277” Area "0.0600”, Survey No.”346” 

I Aica 0.0100" shall be deleted. i 

1 I 

i iil Page inu, 14 against Village ^htltlaita TsJlsil . 
Piftd.vri ^ to* Total Area “5.7405” read “ 5 . 7563 ” 


S.O. 1094(E) dated the 
22 nd December, 1998 & 
S.O. 597(E) dated die 24 \C 
July, 1999 


1 ,4t Page No 15 A: 37 against Village Hhawan ^ 
| Telb.il rinduaia fui Survey No, “1992” Aiea J 
1 "2.2000 read '2.1000 .for SurvcvNo. 13o4’Area 1 
j. “0 6060” read ”0.4240” for SurvjyNn, “1304" Area 1 

2.2650 i«ad 1.9650 ,for Survey N o, 1993” Area 
(t 0.6000” read ”0.7040", _ 
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Table 

1 S.No 

Notification & Date 

Amendment 

_ 

I-'—-— 

1 

1 

! 

1 

l 

1 

i 

1 

S.O. 1094(E) dated the 

22 nd . December, 1998' 

1 

Vg ^ 5 s v 

At Page No. 1 £T against Village Bhawari Tehsil 
Pindwara for Total .Area “8.4-700” read “8.5910” 

At Page No. 14 against Village Dhanari Tehsil 
Pindwara for Survey No, “2033” Area “0.1220” 
read ”0.1440”, for Survey No,“2032” Area “0.0300” 
read ”0.2720”. for Survey No/‘2039”Area “0.2160” 
read ”0.1440”, for Survey No,“2014” Area “0.0900” 
read ”0.1630”, for Survey No,“2027” .Area “0.0320” 
read ”0.0400", for Survey No,“2015” Area “0.1200” 
read ”04560”, for Survey No,“178"Area “0.0750” 
rcad”0.1200”, for Survey No,“179”Area “0.0010” 
read ”0.0100”, for Survey No,“1945”Area “0.0040” 
read ”0.1360”, for Survey No,“1944” Area “0.1440” 
read”0.0010”. for Survey No,“l952”Area “0.0500” 
read ”0.0450”, for Survey No,“171”Area “0.0500” 
read ”0.0060”,and Survey No,“2035” Area ”0.0440” 
Survey No,“2036” Area ”0.1040” Survey 
No,“2038” Area ”0.1160” Survey No,“2013” Area 
”0.0450” Survey No,“177” Area ”0.0100” shall be 
deleted. 

At Page No. 16 against Village Kodarla Tehsil 
Pindwara for Survey No, “609” Area “0.0100” read 
”0.1600”, for-Survey No,“607” Area “0.0020” read 
”0.0420”, for Survey No,“577” Area “0.0250” read 
”0.1000”, for Survey No,“595”Area “0.1000” read 
”0.1050”, for Survey No,“589” Area “0.0800” read 
”0.1000”, for Survey No,“586”Area “0.0125” read 
”0.0375”, for Survey No,“448”Area “0.0400” 
rcad”0.18l0”, for Survey No,“353”Arca “0.0950” 
read ”0.1800”, for Survey No,“364” Area “0.1400” 
read ”0.1900”, for Survey No,“365”Area “0.0200” 
read”0.0700”, for Survey No,“515”Area “0.0600” 
read ”0.0100”, for Survey No,“599”Area “0.0700” 
read ”0.0400”, for Survey No,“597”Area “0.2100” 
read”0.1900”, for Survey No,“590”Area “0.2700” 
read ”0.2500”, for Survey No,“412” Area “0.2500” 
read ”0.1600”, for Survey No,“400” Area “0.1600” 
read”0.0600”, for Survey No,“366”Area “0.6600” 
read ”0.6350”, for Survey No,“587”Area “0.1850” 
read”0.1600”and Survey No. “610” Area “0.1400” 
Survey No,“516”Area ”0.0250” Survey No,"594” 
Area ”0.0050” Survey No,“411” Area ”0.0010” 
Survey No,“370” Area ”0.2400” Survey No,“368” 
Area ”0.0010” Survey No,“367” Area ”0.0300” 
shall be deleted. 
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_ Pablc_ _ __ 

Notification A: Dale _ _ Amendment _ __ j 

At Page No. 16 against Milage Rampura Tehsil I 
"" r -_ \'-S ^ ! Pmdwaia lor Survey No. "84“ .Area “0.0280" read i 

a —0840“'. tor Survey No.“85"’.Area “0,0430” read 
' "0.1210". tor Survey No.“81"Arej “0.0690" read j 

"0 0890". tor Survey No. “83” Area “0 0260” read 1 
“0.0610”. for Surve> No,"194”Area “0.0891” read j 
”0 0991”. lor Survey No. 32”.Area “0.0020” I 
read ”0.0110". for Suney No,“52".Area “0.1396” j 
read"!).0506”. lor Survey No,“53”Area “0.1000" I 
! lead ”0.0360”. for Survey No.“51”Area “0.0750” J 
read ”0.0300”. and Sunev No."103/2”Area , 
”0.0100” shall be deleted I 

I 

l I 

i At Page No. 14 against Village Pindvvara Tehsil I 
Pindwara lor Suney No, “16” .Area “0.0050” read j 
* ”0.1200". for Survey No,"22” Area “0.0080” read i 
1 "0.1750“. fur Survey No,“24”Area “0.0020” read | 
i ”0.0700". for Survev No,"27"Area "0.0580” read I 
’ 0.1500”. foi Suney No,“152”Area “0.0960” read ' 
”0.1960”. for Sunej No.“898”'Area “0.6960” read ! 
1 ”0.7700". for Survey No.“1038" .Area “0.0560” i 
; read ”0.0920”, foi Sunev No,“28”Area “0.2320” 1 
read ”0.1420". for Survey No.“15”Area “0.3360” i 
read ”0.0700”, for Suney No.“1040”.Area “0.0500” 1 
| rcad' 0.0100”. for Sunev No. T039"Area “0.0600" i 
read ”0 0400” for Sun ey v 0 “1030” Area “0.0720” 
lead "U.U020” fox Suivev Xo.'T29”.Uea 0 6200' ! 
rcad’ o 5200". for Suney No “3269” read “3272” 
foi Sunev No,"3270” nad ”0.3271", fui Sune> 
i No "3225 read ‘ 3625". and Sunev No." 12”Area 
'”0.0650' Sunev No. “13” .Vrea ”0.6000” Suivev J 
i No. 'l 029" Area U.0960” Survev No. 1041” Area i 
”0 0010” Suney No."K)43" .Area "0.0720” Sunev 
! No,“1044” .Area ”0.0080” shall be deleted. 

At Page No. 19 against Village Pindwara Tehsil 
Pindwara for Total Area “15.9330” read “16.1400”. 


[No. L-14014/7/2000 GP] 
1 S.N PRASAD, Director 
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m an, 1107— teta win fa fan fan fan ft fa fam 1%cr * t, fa 

WWT M t "4>i^cTT /RTTOTO - faft WW <£ W t TOfafeT falfaTO fa <fr 
falTO fcRT fa 3 T 2 TTf^V 3 ffa ?ffalT ffafa gRT MI^McHI^H fafa 8\J\ fafa ; 

fa fafar wro % chi^di /rtwr - #ff toto % fao wntt^t fatem fefa 

TOIO 3TT0 'tTO 241 fafa 20.01.98 gRI, (fain fa fafa ( ijfa t falm 

fatmR mT fan) falffam, 1962 f ( 1962 mT 50) fa ?JRT 2 fa 85 ( m) fa 3Nf^T WT 

yrfamfa fa ^Nfr ffagn mfa fa fat ;tortot wr wro fa % farffa farm fate fao 
fa Mlcffa^d to sm? flit farm fato ^<tt am <mw fa tender ffam ml 

fa fafafa WTO fa TO TO 597 (fa, Olte 24 yjenfa 1999; TO TO 477 (fa, 
fata 23 yj^T, 1999; TO TO 269 (fa, fata 20 fan, 1999; TO TO 56 (fa, cTT^NsT 2 
mfat,1999; TO TO 814 (fa, fata 15 fteTO,1998; TO TO 1053(31), mte 9 
fteTO,1998; TO TO 60 (fa, fata 2 mfal,1999; TO TO 1007 (fa, fata 22 
faW1998; TO TO 256 (fa, fata 13 facT,1999; TO TO 1 .6 (31), fata 27 
TO*TO,1998; TO TO 638 (fa, fata 9 3TW.1999' TO TO 1076 (fa, fata 5 
TO«N,2000; TO TO 813 (3T), fata 15 TOTO,1998; TO TO 129 (fa, elite 23 
mfat,1996; TO TO 58 (31), fata 2 mfat,1999; fa TO TO 711 (3l), elite 2 

faewi999; gnu far TOffa srfqfte t ffarfte ter t, fat t fata famR 

3pfa fat TORT faffa <£t ETRT 3 WIRT (1) <$ fata faqmfa Mtalffa fa @ft ; 

TO TO, fate WTO, taTOT faffa 4 £M3^t tataRT ( 1) cf> 8^ (m) gRT 

too fate mi tern mfa ^ tott to tottto fa fa to fa fate t fa tott stttoto 
ft TO ftcRT TOfa t fa ttt gfael TO^rl ^ W (2) t fa’^lf^ WeT WTO if> T^lfafTO far 
ni^fam % WTO fa farm faRjTOTfa 11 farm mT teror wft ^ w (3) t 
fa erotet 5iffa t fatfae: te t fam farmi 
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WHO 


mvnf ______ 

3ITT7T cf ftTHHT ___ 

"fiTTn 2 no 2 T4 UTH mT^-u MMtl 

tTJ', ]999 <4T AF?T 1 1 ? SR-PCI HO 3683 3^83 

T% I 


[H. T7TH. -14014/7/2000-#. #. ( HPT-1) ] 
3flt TH. TH- fT&FF 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 

s. o. i io7.—whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for the transport of Liquified Petroleum Gas through 
Kandla/Jamnagar - Loni pipeline in Rajasthan State, pipeline may be laid by Gas 
Authority of India Limited; 

And whereas, the Government authorised Shri Deepak C. Gupta, Additional 
Collector on deputation from the State Government of Rajasthan to Gas Authority of 
India Limited to perform the functions of the competent authority under clause (a) of 
section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) for Kandla/Jamnagar - Loni LPG Pipeline Project vide S.O. No. 
241 dated the 20 th January, 1998; 

And whereas, the Central Government vide S O. 597(E) dated the 24 th July, 
1999; S.O. 477(E) dated the 23 Td June, 1999; S O. 269(E) dated the 20 th April, 1999; 
S O. 56(E) dated the 2 nd February, 1999; S.O. 814(E) dated the 15 th September, 1998; 
S.O. 1053(E) dated the 9 th December, 1998;S.O. 60(E) dated the 2 nd February, 1999; 
S.O. 1097(E) dated 22 nd December, 1998; S.O. 256(E) dated 13 th April, 1999 ; S.O. 
2556(E) dated the 27 th November, 1998; S.O. 638(E) dated the 9 th August, 1999; S.O. 
1076(E) dated the 5 th November, 2000; S.O. 813(E) dated the 15 th November, 1998; 
S.O. 129(E) dated the 23 rd February, 1996; S O. 58(E) dated 2 nd February, 1999 and 
S.O. 711(E) dated 2 nd September, 1999 published notifications under sub-section (1) of 
section 3 of the said Act for acquisition of right of user in the land in the manner 
specified in the respective schedules annexed thereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section 
(2) and si^-section (1) of section 3 of the said Act, the Central Government being 
satisfied that it is necessary in the public interest, so to do, hereby directs that each of 
the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas specified in the column (2) of the Table mentioned below may be amended in the 
manner specified in the corresponding entry in column (3) of the said Table. 
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S Vo 


Notification & Date 


.Amendment 


1 


j S.O. 597(E) dated the 24* [~At Page N 0 ./ 4 I against Village Dewan TehsiP 
1 July, 1999 1 Shahpura for Survey No. "493" .Area "0.1240" read 

' I “0.0160”. 

i . 

I 

1 S.O. 477(E) dated the 23 rd I At Page No, lfi against Village Madhokawas Tchsil ■ 

, June, 1999 ’ Shahpura for Survey No. “172” read “72”. ' 

| S.O, 269(E) dated the 20 At Page No. 12 against A'ill age Lochu ka was 
| April, 1999 , Tehsil Shahpura for Survey No. “3647” Area 

j “0.0240” read "0.1000”, for Survey No. “3648” ‘ 
i ! Area “0.2720" read "0.1840". for Survey No. , 

j 1 “3650” .Area “0.1120” read ”0.1920”. for Survev - 

, ! No, “4350" .Area •0.0320" read ”0.0020” for , 

' Survey No. “4349” Area “0.1760” read ”0.1380" ' 

j j and Survey No, “4351” .Area "0.0080” shall be 1 

I i deleted. 

| S.O. 56(E) dated the 2 nd j 

I February, 1999 At Page No. 5 against Village Nawalpura Tchsil i 

j Shahpura for Survey No, “674" .Area “0.0880” read 

, ! ”0.0890”, for Survey No,“673".Area "0.0640" read ! 

1 ! ”0.0440”, for Survey No,“672”Ar. a "0.0240” read 

! j "0.0440”, for Survey No,“667”Area 0.0480” read ! 

i I ”0.0160”. for Survey No,“666” Area “0.0080” read i 

j ! ”0.0400”, for Survey No,“664” Area “0.0760” read j 

, | ”0.0660". for Survey No,“662”Area "0.0480" read i 

| ”0.0400”, for Survey No, “661” .Area “0.0640" read ; 

| i "0.0560", for Survey No,“656"Area "0.0600" read : 

| j ”0.0560”, for Survey No.“640/2057".Area “0.0640” ' 

j read ”0.0680”, for Survey No,"634”Area “0,0320" , 

i I read ”0.0360”, for Survey No.“629” Area “0.0080” I 

j read ”0.0040”, for Survey No,“362”Area “0.1440” j 

■ I read "0.0960”, for Survey No.“361”Area “0.0240" 1 

1 j read ”0.0720", for Survey No, “360" .Area “0.0240" ; 

t i read ”0.0360”. for Survev No,“359” Area "0.0240” ! 

1 read ”0.0120”, for Survey No,“357” Area “0.0440” j 

read ”0.0400”, for Survey No,“354"Area “0.0960" I 
read ”0.1160”, for Survey No,“324”.Area “0.0620” I 
j i read ”0.0200", for Survey No,“320”Area "0.0700” j 

| I read ”0.0800”, for Survey No,“321”Area “0.0710” I 

| read "0.0240”, for Survey No, “318” .Area “0.0010" | 

! read "0.0160”. for Survey No,“316”Area "0.0160" i 

1 1 read ”0.0600”, for Survey No,“303"Area “0.0440” 1 

J read ”0.0200", for Survey No,“306” Area "0.1440” i 

read ”0.1680”. and Sumy No,“742”Area ”0.0010” j 
I Survey No,“635" Area ”0.0040” Survey , 

I_ i No,"3S8”Area ”0.0040” Survey No,“353” Area 1 
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__ Tabl e _ __ 

S.No | Notification & Date i _ .Amendment ______ 

\&.oTtSJCA yd*Ja&- At Page No. 20 against Village Panchu Dala 
10| Qttomh**, O^A' ! Tehsil Kotputli for Survey No,“6"Area '0.3200’' 

; read "0.3600". for Survey No.“12” .Area "0.0720" 

| I read “0.0800". for Survey No,"4“.Area ”0.1680’' , 

■ j read ”0.3520’', for Survey No. “35” Area "0.0160” 1 

, , read "0.0960", for Survey No,“38“.Area "0.2880“ ‘ 

• t read ”0.3040’'. for Survey No. "24” .Area "0.2000” i 

J J read "0.1680”. for Survey No,“30" .Area “0.0560” 

i t read ’'0.0440”. for Survey No. '31"Area "0.1520” . 

; read ”0.0560", for Survey No,“34”.Area "0.3360” ; 

i , read ”0.2320”, for Survey No,“39”Area "0.3040“ , 

: read ”0.2560”. for Survey No. “40” .Area ”0 0240” ■ 
l ! read "0.0080”, 

J S.O 60(E) dated 2 nd j At Page No. 5"& against Village Dluni Jogijan ‘ 

i February. 1999 Otrd 8*0. . rehgil Vuatnagai toi Suivev No. "211916" read 

; 1053CO ^ J "221916”, Survey No. “8741951” .Area "0.0080” ' 

! QduiaIcmsv^ i read "0.0160". and Survey No. -875 1950" Area , 

1 ' “O.Cl'fO” shall be deleted. 

• i > i 

| S.O. 1097(E) dated 22 nd i At Page No. 38 against Village Mundiva Ramsar 1 

' December, 1998 j Tehsil Jaipur for Survey No,“30 / 480'’* read j 

• I ”30/417”, for Survey No,“27/2” read "27”. i 

' I 1 

I 1 At Page No. 38 against Village Hmunatpura Tehsil < 

| | Jaipur for Survey No,“136173” read ”126/173”. | 

i I i 

] j At Page No. 38 against Village Fhcathpura Tehsil 1 

! I Jaipur for Survey No,“26*/388” read ”265/328”, j 

• 1 for Survey No,"266/344” read "267/344". i 

I I 

. A ! i 

i S.O. 597(E) dated 24 I At Page No. 43 against Village Pindolai Tehsil * 

| July, 1999 ' Jaipur for Survey No. "170 878" .Area "0.0079” J 

. ! read "0.3089”, Survey No. "170'879” .Area 

j | “0.3089” read "0.0160”.' 

i I 

1 j At Page No.43 against Village Machwa Tehsil 1 

J Jaipur for Total .Area “3.4838” read "5.2342”. , 

; . I 

S.O. 1097(E) dated li At Page No.39 against Village Lalchandpura Tehsil j. 
j December. 1998 ! Jaipur for Total Area "2.6288” read "2.7319”. 

1 I 1 

j S.O. 256(E) dated 13 th , At Page No.2 against Village Bavadi Tehsil Jaipur I 

j April 1999 [ for Total Area "4.5857” read “4.5668”. 1 
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\)h»> AptiJj 1999 


j At Page No. 2 against Village Bawadi Tehsil 
Jaipur for Survey No, ”160” read "78", for Survey 
No,“166" read ”167”, for Survey No,"l61” .Area 
”0.8949" read "0.8800", and Survey No,”227".Area 
"0.0040” shall be deleted. 


I S.O. 1097(E) dated 22“ 
| December, 1998 


At Page No. 39 against Village Siwar Tehsil Jaipur 
for Survey No, ”274 1084” .Area ”0.1900” read 
I ”0.7444”, for Survey No,”252” read "250/1”. for 
| Survey No,“274” read ”274/1091”, for Survey 
j No,“718” read ”717”, and Survey No,”274"Area 
I ”0.5544” shall be deleted. 


i At Page No. 38 against Village Mundiyan ' 

1 Purohitan Tehsil Jaipur for Survey No, “25" Area | 

“0.1900” read ”0.0800”, for Survov No,“26”Area i 
, “0.0792” read ”0.1892", for Survey No,**28”Area | 

I “0.1900” read ”0.0900”. for Survey No,“21/235” \ 

read ”11'235”, ' 

i i 

! i 

! At Page No.38 against Village Mudiya Purohitan 1 

| Tehsil Jaipur for Total Area “2.1379” read J 

i “2.0379”. 

| I 

i S.O. 2556 dated 27 lh At Page No. 4702 against Village Mahla Tehsil | 
I November, 1998 I Dudu for Survey No, “1673T968" read ! 

I ! ”1673/1966/3". I 

i \ i 

J | At Page No. 4698 & 4699 against Village Khatwar i 

I Tehsil Dudu for Survey No, “754” Area “0.2530” | 

1 read "0.2930", for Survey No,“757”Area “0.1346” J 

I read ”0.1504”, for Survey No,“766” Area “0.0950” i 

| read "0.1504”, for Survey No,“769”Area “0.3880” I 

, read ”0.4910”. for Survey No,“707” Area “0.0316” ! 

read "0.0792", for Survey No.“705” Area “0.1267" 1 
! read ”0.2217”, for Survey No,“699”Area “0.0632” 

read”0.1663”, for Survey No,“402"Area “0.0711" 

| read ”0.1425”, for Survey No,“449”Area “0.0237" 

I read "0.0554”, for Survey No,“453/1263" Area i 

“0.1029” rcad”0.1504”, for Survey' No,“457”Area ! 
I “0.1029” read ”0.1742”, for Survey No,“197”Area | 

I “0.1267” read ”0.1446", for Survey No,“l 19/1220" ' 

| read” 119/1210”, for Survey No,“205/1353" read I 

”171/1353”. for Survey No,“205'1354" read I 
j ”171/1354”, for Survey No,“764”Area “0.0079", 

■ read”0.1267", for Survey No, “765” Area “0.1564" J 






mWA : 26, 200lMw 5, 1923 


2285 


Table 


S.No 1 Notification & Date ^ Amendment 

- . .. . , ■■ - - .. . V. .-., ■ _ _ _ - .— .—-- ... — 

!^*0. 5S56 daltuJ ] read ”0.1584”, fo^Survey NoT767' r .Are7“b.2376" 
i r^-a, ♦*) Klove^nbo rca ^ ”0-1108”. for Survey No,"770" Area "0.3800" , 

: 4 1 read ”0.2771". for Survey No,“709” Area "0.1988” 

! , read ”0.1267", for Survey No,“704” Area “0.0158” ! 

• read ”0.0079”. for Survey No.“700”Area “0.0950” ■ 

, read ”0.0079”, for Survey No,“703”Area “0.1029” 1 

t read ”0.0079”, for Survey No,“399” Area “0.1346” i 

; i read”0.1108”, for Survey No, “415” Area “0.1267” J 

j I read ”0.0871”, for Survey No,“413”Area “0.1900” . 

j 1 read ”0.1663”, for Survey No, “440” Area “0.0554” i 

l | read ”0.0237”, for Survey No,“447”Area “0.1425” I 

I i read ”0.1187”, for Survcv No,“446” Area “0,1980” 

| | read ”0.1584”, for Survey No,“456”Area “0.3009” . 

1 read ”0.2613”. for Survey No."458”Area "0.1108” 1 

| j read "0.0475”, and Survey No,“459”.Area ”0,0020” j 

‘ I Survey No,“780” Area ”0.0792” Survey No."701” i 

J | Area ”0.0079” Survcv No,“398a” .Area ”0.0079” | 

I | Sufvey No,“401“ Area "0.0711” shall be deleted. i 

• 

! At Page No. 4701 against Village Gangati Kalan J 

i Tehsil Dudu for Survey No. "953” .Area “0.0237” 1 

! J read ”0.0475”, for Survey No,“963”Area “0.1900” [ 

i , read ”0.2137", for Survey No.“964” Area "0.0040” . 

! ; read ”0.0158”. for Survcv No,“1022”.Area “0.0711” | 

i read ”0.1582". for Survey No."1027” Area "0.0079” 

; [ read ”0.0792”. for Survey No.“l 036”.Area “0 3406" ; 

i , read "0.3961”, for Survey No,"l 111” Area "0.3009" , 

i read”0.3583”. for Survey No,"960”.Area "0.1108” - 
I read ”0.0989”, for Survey No,"1023” Area “0.2376" , 

1 i read ”0,1505”. for Survey No.“1026" Area 1 

I ’ “0.2455" read"0.1742”. for Survey No,“lQ35”.\rea ; 

i i “0,2455" read "0.1900”. for Survey No.“l 112"Area i 

1 | “0.1663” read ”0.1346”, and Survey No,“961” Area ; 

i i ”0.0237” Survey No."962" Area "0.0316” Survey . 

1 | No.“1115” .Area ”0.0020” Suney Vo.“l 11 3” \rea 

| | ”0.0237" shall be deleted. 

i i 


i S.O. 2556 dated 27* 
■ November. 1998. 

; S.O. 597(E) dated 24* 

* July, 1999. and 
; S.O 638(E) dated 9* 
l August 1999 

t 

I 

I 

I 


, At Page No. 4696, 4697, 4698 and 27, 28,29 and 8 , 
1 against Village kahlana Tehsil Dudu tor Survey ' 
; No, “1280” ,\rea “0.0950” read ”0.1267”. for ; 
i Survey No, "1281 Area 0.U711' read "0.1742", for < 

- Survey No.“l306” Area “0 1029” read "0 1580”. for ' 
! Survey No, 1307" Area 0.0079" read "0.1108", for [ 

- Survcv No,“ 130.3 / 2”.Area “0.0079” read ”0.0950", j 
j for Survey No,“1297"Area "0.0079” read ”0.0792”, , 
1 for Survey No,“l852”Area "0.0020" read”0.0237". I 
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SO- 9^7 i6.)djXkd 04* 
Jutu.tW** Omd&O 
e>&dC£) daJQui 9 
AW*. 


2^1 


1^4 

ArJ 


for Survey No“1275”Area “00930" read "0.2692", 
for Survey No,“1274".Area U2059" read "0.1267", 
for Survey No,“1308"Area “0.2828" rcad"0.1822", 
for Survey No,“1301" Area “0.1267" read ’0.0158 ’, 
for Survev No,“1854/1" Area “0.3484" read 
"0.0400”, for Survey No,“1854'2".Area “0.0475" 
read”0.2140”. and Survey No."1259”Awa "0.0040" 
Survey No,“1273" .Area "0.0079" Survey 
No.“1299" Area "0.0040" Survey No, “1310" Area 
”0.0475" shall be deleted. 


' S.O, 2556v dated 27* 
t November, 1998 


At Page No. 4699 and 4701 against Village Harsoli 
Tehsil Dudu for Survey No, “945" Area “0.1029" 
read ”0.0237”, for Survey No,“959" read "953”. for 
Survey No, “535" Area “0.0316" read "0.1504",and 
Survey No,“371"Area "0.0040” Survey No,“537“ 
Area "0.1188" shall be deleted. 


• J At Page No.4695, 4696 against Village Ouda ! 

I | Blalblyi tJrf Guda Saipura Tehsil Dudu for Survey ! 

I No. “192" Area “0.1267" read ”0.2613". for Survey I 

j No,“244"Area “0.0079" read ”0.1980", for Survey | 

l No,“242”Area “0.1267” read "0.3326", for Survey j 

| No,“213” Area ”0.0079" read "0.1188", for Survey j 

I I No,“214” Area 0.0079” read Survey No. i 

I j “214/470 1 .Area “0.0633". and Survev No, j 

i | “214/470/2" Area “0.0712", for Survey , 

J No,“193”Area “0.1980” read ”0.1029”, for Survev J 
| ! No,“243”Area “0.3802" read ”0.1425”, for Survey , 

I 1 No.“201” Area “0.3168” read”0.0237’\ for Survey | 

1 j No,"212” Area “0.1426” read ”0.0158”, for Survey j 

• i No,“211"Area “0.5069" read ”0.4520”, for Survey l 

i j No, “205” Area “0.2534” read ”0.0792”, and ! 

i Survev No,“194” Area ”0.0079" ahaU be deleted. I 

i i 

\ 

! At Page No.4695, 4696 against Village 

i GudaBhalbhji Urf Guda Saipura Tehsil Dudu for 

I Total Area “5.4212" read “5.5083”. 

I 1 1 

j S.O. 1076(E) dated 5* At Page No. 5 against Village Guda Blalbhji Urf J 

| November, 2000 i Guda Guda Saipura Tehsil Dudu for Survey No, t 

; “219” Area “0.0040” read ”0.1108”. j 

I 1 i 

1 S.O, 813(E) dated 15® I At Page No. 6 against Village Manpura Tchad \ 

! November, 1998 j Dudu for Survey No, “37” Area “0.2257” read j 

I | ”0.2534”, for Survev No “26”Area “0.0025” read 1 








[Will—^ 3(H)] 


: uf 26 , 2005 , 1923 


I able 


Notification & Date 

S.o • 8l3(j0 daJCwi. 

15 "** Klcve.robar ( 1 ^ 9 g 


\mer> Intent 


"0.11P8" fir S'Mn ■ "^O" . , -n ftjnri" ,, , < 

0.0950’. lot Suivev Xu. .">1 ,uca u.u.m)' iwj 
"0.1267" fnr Survcv Vo."''" Irn 1 ^'H“ r-T'i 

0.1/4— . I 01 Sui\w> .hi I-' .nvU u.u- 
read'0.1663' tar Survey \o--iu \ re ., -oiH.’! 
lead "0.1125". fa Sur\e> Xo. ’2~" \ua 1»1(“ 
read “(/.0475'. tor Survev Xo. Aj viva 
react "0.0396''. f.-r Sune> "o.'Mi" v n'«*v- 

lead "0.039o‘. I 01 Suive> .*u. 54'.Uwi "u.2u:>9 
read ”0.1900”. tor Sumy \*o ”5<V' \r:a "0 
lead "0.2851". and Sui\*.> Xo. -lu'.iiwu u.U4jo . 
Survey No.”38" Sren "oo43> *<u r ' - '’v 

Xu,”28' .Vrea 0.0414 ' Xo, 03 Au.a 

"0.0336” ‘(hall he deleted 
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>3 .Vita 


At Page No.6 agaimi Village Manputa U'hsil 
Dudu for Total \rca "1 84<3” read "1 8053". 



■ At Page Xo 7 ogainst V illage? Mahcdipira Tehsil 
Dudu fui Suives Xo. 20“ .n^u 0.0888” lead 
"0.1663”. tor Survey \o "26" Area ”0.3228“ read 
"0.3484", for Suncv No. "69“ At ca C.O02Q" lead 
. ”0.1188". tor Survey Xo.”75"4rea "0.2621” read 
1 '’0.3564". for Sunev Xo.”330"Area ill"80". read 
*”0.2772”. foi Survev Xo.”24 Area "0.0792'' lead 
; ”0.0079”. for Survey No.”2 7 ”Area "0 1683" ‘ 
read"0.0475”. for Survev Xo."68"Area ”0.1600" 
j read ”0.1015”. for Survey No.”76“ Vrea ”0.1586" 
j read ”0.0237”, and Survey Xo,"21".Atea "0.0480” 

! Survey No. ”37' 351" Area ”0.0480" Survey > 
| No,“28” Area ”0.0115'’ Sunev No."333” .Area , 
1 ”0.0100” Survey No.”334“ Area "0.0140” Survey 1 
; No,"33 5” Area* ”0.0150”. Survey .No ”10” Area | 
1 "0.4393” Survey No,”11 "Area ”0.1505” Survey 1 
| No."6” Area ”0.0030” Survey No,"5” .Area 1 
, ”0.3327” Survey No.“4” .Area ”0.2376" Survey 1 
1 No," 13” Area ”0.1584” Survey No."3'2” .Area 1 
i ”0.2218”, Survey No. ”3.1 2” .Area "0.0990” Survey | 
No,"3^3”Area "0.1080” Survey No,"311/1” Area 1 
”0.3643” Survey No,“Way" .Area "0.0238" shall be | 
deleted. 

At Page Xo. 7 and 8 against v mage Baget Tehsil j 
Dudu for Survev No, "26i” Area "0.1188” read 
”0.2376”, for Survey No,“263”Area “0.0080” read 
”0.1188”, for Survey No ," 270”Area "0.0475” read 


1434 01/2001—10 
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Table 


Vnicndmvnf 


2- O- 8l3C e ^ "0.1X?1" for Sunvy\o7393” Area -6.1 mr read 

IS** 3 MovefobuSv I^og t). 10K0'\ loi Sunev No/402 .Vrea ’0.1188” lead 
' "<> 1425". tor Suney \ T n “250“ yrea “0 2138" read 

0.1 Uu". loi Sunev Xo."200"Arca ”0.2570" 
read'0,1980”. lor Survey \o.“262."‘Area "0 2772" 


read "0.1980", foi Sune\ No,"271"Area “0.3800" 
lead 0.2X51". loi Survey No. "274"Area "U.1900" , 
lead "0.0033". .forfuney Xo.“37rArea “0.2693" ; 
read' 0.2059". foi Survey No. "389". Vrea "0,2851" 
read '’0.2376". and Suney No. “258" Aren 
"0.0080“ Sunev Xo."254" .Vrea "0.0158" Sunev 
Vrea ’O.OtHO" Suney M o."392" Area 1 
"0.0390" Suney Xu,”390" .Vrea "0.0158“ Suney [ 


No. "391" Area "0.0040". shall be deleted. 


At Page No. X against V illage Daget Tehsil Dudu 
for Total .Area “4.1021” read~“3 9595", 


S O. 129(f) dated 23 ,d 
February. 1996 


S.O. 58(f) dated 2 1 " 1 
februaiy, 1999 


S.O. 58(E) dated 2"' 1 
February, J999and 


At Page No. 7 against Village Ohrasada Tehsil 1 
Dudu loi Sun ey Xo. "457" lead ”458". 

At Page Xo. 6 against Milage Geaga Tehsil Dudu ! 
for Survey Xo. “377" Aiea “0.0O34'’ shall be 
deleted. ’ 

i 

At Page Xo. 7 against Village Khudiyala Tehsil 1 
Dudu Suney Xo. ‘224 ’ .Vrea “0.0510" and Survey , 
No,"16" Area "0.0040" shall be deleted ! 

I 

1 

At Page Xo. 7 against Village Khudiyala Tehsil i 
Dudu for Total .Area “2.5661” read “2.5111”. 

i 

At Page Xo. 10 against Village Dulatpura 1 
(Beanad) Tehsil .Amer for Sunev Xo. “377,884' , 
read ”377784”. 


At PngeNo,27agaimt Village Choump T ehsil Amer 1 
for Survey Xo, ”242" .Viea^O.1120” read ”0.1760", , 
tor Suney No.“242'2186”Area “0.0800” read ■ 
“0.0160”. for Suivey No,“90”.\rea “0.0200” read I 
" 0 . 2000 ". ' ! 
At Page No.28 against Village Ghatwara Tehsil ! 
Amer for Suivey Xq, "5821189" read ”5821139". \ 

At Page No. 28, 29 against Village Bilpur Biliya J 
| Tehsil Amer for Survey No. "“6687 read ”664”. for 1 




Febru^KT '■j \^^ 


S (4 58(F) dated 2 nd 

February. 1999 


S.O, 58(E) dated 2 nd 
February. 1999 


S.O. 711(E) dated 2 ud 
September, 1999 


i 
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.uwu •j.uu2t'” 

A W u wt 

\i.O 4uu” 

. iul 

Sun e\ 

\ *> 

-4 1 / 

vr»*a •■* f .> i fay 

read 

<» .0330 

tor 

Suivv v 

‘ * •> 

r t 

sj-.il 0,0 ~vl 

K.iJ 

■i.uiuw . 

r* 

Sur\c\ 

M> ‘ 

' V >Ar 

Are a O 0/ >-n * 

read 

0. J0*0 . 

and 


' ~n ''n *n« c * u 

»-vlcu U.uu^u .^uiv^v vu. ) Uwd * 

s /-» * v *? 1 '7* i ‘ *«•-'* 1 o 5 , nrr->'r- V n * 

» uwu v».jl k iu M vLl \ L « . . w . u wJ U.Q(J Li 

s *'-v x v* f) o^Mk *^iTr"' v *v 

::j 9./r "o.cia' 5 ' :; w , r?j oor , 

Area 0 OOKO vt rvev <\o,">S-0y<V "> Area 
"OP’on- f 3 u -,- v y; ."5R1 9' 7C ’".\:\.a ”0,0029" 

vMirvev So."Mb'M mi Are<T~ 0.0400 shall be 
deleted 

At Page No.30 against Village Sunder ka Bas ■ 
Tehsil Amer lot Survey No. "63A Area ’'0.0240" . 
read “0.0080". for Survey No. ”6.3 7" Area ”0.0320’ 1 
toad "0.0080", for Survey Xo,"427 609“ read ‘ 
"427'680'687’’. tor Survey No."202" Area ”0.0640" i 
read “0.0680", and for Suney Xo."202 728" 1 
Area“0.0040“ shall be deleted. 

At Page No. 29 against \ iliage Lhah Aianoluipura . 
Tehsil Amer for Sun tv \n. •••722 1098" read 1 
“722 998", 

At Page Xo. Saga in st Village Biloehi Tehsil Amer ! 
lor Sun ey No. “402” Area ”0.0400" read "0.0100". 


At Page No. 5 against A'iliage Manpura Machedi ’ 
Tehsil Amer for Survev No. ”368.3" read ”3583". > 

.1... ..-I I- .. - ,„■■■ I ■■..—■■■ ,1 I ■■ ! ... ... I.| |, 1b, 

[No. L-14014/7/2000 GP (Part-I)] 
I. S. N. PRASAD, Director 
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ggt ^T. w. 1108— *Kcf}K gft ^?TT Mcflcl glcTT l? <?14> %cT ^ g1> 3TTg?gg> If, 1% 

^RReTTg 4 ^i'-SRT - ^TFFFN : mR^RRT ^ RKR ^ cRef R^fcRR ^t?T 

g> gRg?g ^ fcRr % 3TenR^ 3w ff^gr RrRr&s gRF w?W rfR g#g ; 

aft? WR \ ctii'vScn - ^TTWR - RRft cRR 4^RR % WTefT^T <R fcRf 

cf40 3TT0 241 cTRRl 20.01.98 gRT ?RReiH WI RW % %f a^RR# 3W ff^TT RlRl^ *T 
HfclRl£<W flft RftO ■ycTT, 3RR gR^R g?f R^Rm afft *lRRT ^ R WfRT 

g> aiRrgJR gJT aRiRr) 3 tRiRrFT, 1962 ( 1962 gg 50) g>t gRT 2 ( 4^) <£ 3 R|Rt ?m 

wiRjgrRt cfr fRtff grr Rt4f*t Wr gf RRr mRr^xr Rrtt an l 

3fR R-£Rl WR % vJgrT 3TRrRRR gft gRT 3 g?t vOggRT ( 1) ^ 3T#T ggO 3TT0 

ft 5 gRRl I' Rw 1998, gTTO aTTO 1C '4 gRRl R>HN<1998 3fR ggO 3TT0 < ‘5 (3T) 

gRRg ^ 199 ; gRT g?Rf ?rg^ arjqRrRr ^ RRrf^g $Rr ^ ijpr *t nqRiRT g? arRrgg?^ 

srRt g> RR* arRniggR wrftfg gft eft ; 

arg: 3Tg RRfa 'tRcfiR; g^rfcTgg afR ?jRpg gl^geTnRT ( ?jRr if gggRT R 3TRRFJR g>T 
3 rRt) arRlRm, 1962 ( 1962 gg 50) gft gRT 2 R (g>) afR gRT 3 g?t vJggRT (l)gRT 
JTgff ^ifgxrfgi gg ggRT gRct |Tg, gf? ?FTTgg gt RFf fcR oftg7%g RgT 4R- r 1l angggg? %, ■SfF 
Rt^t gRtfr t gffig '8R D ft g) (2) R RiRiRfg gRg ?R4 >r R ^rfeRR aft? 

mfRRR R?r ™ g>t gRRf? arRng?FTT, ngg ?rRt ^ wr (3) g?t ^wft yRf^ A RrRrfe 

^tRr 4 ^rtTRrt gSt rfrRi 
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9TT.3TT. 1054(37) 9 

fo*W. 1998 



99.377. 1055 (•37) ^9197 9 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 


s. o. nos.—whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for the transport of liquified petroleum gas through Kandla/Jamnagar 
- Loni pipeline in Rajasthan State, pipeline may be laid by Gas Authority of India 
Limited; 

And whereas, the Government authorised Shri Deepak C. Gupta, Additional 
Collector on deputation from the State Government of Rajasthan to Gas Authority of 
India Limited to perform the functions of the competent authority under clause (a) of 
section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Land) 
Act, 1962 for Kandla/Jamnagar - Loni LPG Pipeline Project vide S.O. No. 241 dated the 
20 th January, 1998; 

And whereas, the Central Government vide S.O. 2685(E) dated the 10 th 
December, 1998; S.O. 1054 dated the 9 th December, 1998 and S.O. 1055(E) dated the 
9 th December, 1998 published notifications under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
said Act for acquisition of right of user in the land in the manner specified in the 
respective schedules annexed thereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section 
(2) and sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipeline (Acquisition 
of Right of user in Land Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government being satisfied 
that it is necessary in the public interest, so to do, hereby directs that each of the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
specified in the column (2) of the Table mentioned below may be amended in the 
manner specified in the corresponding entry in column (3) of the said Table. 
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TO03R0 ^T. 3n. 1 109 — T^rfeRPT 3fl? <51 Pm MI^MeH$*T ( 

TORfR efr 3#TO? TO 3R3pT) 3TpTf%TO, 1962 ( 1962 TO 50) ( TORT TOJ^T 

3TPrpRTO M t) ^ 3 WTTCT (1) ^ 3R5PT ^ TOS WR <T> 

tr^feRm ofr? irr^to % wj 3tPr£tott ?to to to 3060 srfrs 06 2000 

ejm, tot srPT^rorr ?r totto SRj^rft 3 fci Prints ijpr *T, etPtoii tori $ wtott ^h^t % 1^0 

^to %) ^to % WTHT^T qf^Jld'TI ^ TO t Wl<£pl4> % <£ qfpTOR cfc feT? 

% TOnf^t W ferf^ TOT WW ftt5pT ^ MiilerH T& feT? TORTPr ^ 3TPlTO? 

TO 3RfpT TO^l efT 3TTOT TORT 4?T ?t[TO TOT eft; 

3ft? TORT 3Tf^RJrFTT 3ft TTpRlt TOTeTT 3ft 15 TOTO?1999 3ft TORRET TOT ^ 

eft; 


3ft? ^Taror TOfftroft ft totrt srfftpRm 3ft tot 6 3ft tottot (i)% 3rftftT ftn#3 toto 
3 ft fitter Trropr to ftt t; 

3ft? 3>*5?l3 7R3TO TO vl<W Rftlci TO fftTO TOft ft> WTOT TO TOTOtJRT ftt TOR ft ftR 
TO3R ijfft Q^llcTTO TORTTO t> rRtoT ft fftr? m$MdlsH ffttfftT ft feP? 3TftfftcT ft; 

3TTO, m, 3ft#3 TOTO?, \3TOT 3ffftpRTR ftt TOT 6 3ft TOTTOT (l) TOT TOxT Vlfftlft 
TO TOtlR TOTrT gR, ^?T 3Tf^RJTOTT ft TOTTO 3T^J| ft fftPlfftS TORT ftfft ft MI^Mell^H fftmft ft 
feTR TORflR TO «3Tfft3R? 3TfvRT 3T?ft cf5f ftfW TO^ft ft; 


3ft? ftftftl TOTO? TOTO 3TfftPRRT 3ft TOT 6 3ft TOTTOT (4) TOT TOtT ^rfftlft TO 

5Rfm totcT Prftrr ftft ft fft tort ^jfft ft TORftR to 3rf£rro? ??r ?titoit ^ ttoh cf?r 

TO§Ri % ^^T TOTO? ^ Rl%T TORT TOft feRPTf ?T ^TOT ^ 3T«TTR^ 3TTO gt^T 

mte 4 Rt1%?t TOni 



RHcii 

TO#eT 

TTFT 

TOST ?T0 

3rfvjRT ^TTOTOT 

TOTTRT/TOTOT 

l 

0 

J* 

3 

4 



TOvTSRT^ 

^fld^ 

12/18/2 

1-04 




13/1 

0-05 




13/2 

1-00 




31/25 

0-13 

'J A 


[3t. TT^.-14014/2/98-^ft. '$■] 
3^. T3^. 7^, f^RPF 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2001 

s. o.i nw.— whereas by a notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.O. 3060 dated 
the 11 th October 1999, issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 

Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central 
Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land, 
specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for transport of natural gas through Chhainsa Terminal to 
N.T.P.C Faridabad Gas Pipeline Project in the State of Haryana by the Gas 
Authority of India Limited; 

And, whereas, copies of the said Gazette notifications were made 
available to the public on 15 th day of November, 1999; 

And, whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of 
section 6 of the said Act submitted report to the Central Government; 

And, whereas, the Central Government has, after considering the said 
report, is satisfied that the said land required for laying of the pipelines for 
the transportation of petroleum products; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) 
of section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the 
right of user in the said land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
notification is hereby acquired for laying the pipelines; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government directs that the right of 
user in the said land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest 
from the date of publication of this declaration, in the Gas Authority of India 
Limited, free from all encumbrances. 

Schedule 


District 

Tehsil 

Village 

Plot No. 
Khasra/Marla 

Acquired area 
Kanal/Marla 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Faridabad 

Ballabhagarh 

Maujpur 

12/8/2 

1-04 




13/1 

0-05 




13/2 

1-00 




13/25 

0-13 


Total:- 

3-02 


No. L-14014/02/98 GP] 

1424 gi/2001 —M I.S N. PRASAD, Director 
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m - w - mo— forik wro*, wwft wr (amrftnpr arf£r*rtf*prt ^ fo?areft ) arfeft mH 
1971 (1971 TO 40) fo TOTO 3 SNT IPRT TO RlfaT TOR* §tf, *frrt TO* *TR»ft b ?TOT 
(2) rt arfaroffcrt fo. ^ trto? b arffcrroft fo rt% rt> torjw arittroft f, 

sro arflrtrtror b jrartrort b fair tfqro arfaTOfl frtgm TO?fft rt, art toto w^rtt rt> ?tot (3) rt 
fo 7T?wprt Hfrtfe rt fofof$«e *rerofl wptffo wiTOr arroft * arroft 3TftTOftm fo wrtta 
^Nwrt b rtkrc, tow aiftiPm*? snt to tott^s artffa Trtrro a rfo w if fe rt fo ikt! y ifft reft to trjW 
iwt aiftVrtrtn 4xf«rt to totot fofrt :- 

*RTOfl wtirt b trrof art* arfaroftro fo 
wftu #rt$ 

0) 

firj*T rt amwefT fom %r awffttt affar gffero 
fcrfrtts b TRirafaro t^rni^T toto* 
fort rt tor atert b 3rfrtftro anrotfta. TOqicre 
inrtaiH b fcflj q^ q^ ffof TOf 3fr? TOPft b 
Srofrtw m«* WPTI 

^orcra rt 3 t**ttotoit. to£*, TOato tout nrtwm 
f&qr rtrr 3Ptfft?rt amr sfero fcrfrt£s 
b tmf<iftw fy«N*n*JVi frtftrcr toto* fo* rt 
tor fltert b arfcrftw 3MRfta, qroifcTOr 
M«rtv»i*i rt> ftn? q^t q? fcH v tjtj art? top** rt> 

R»lf*kq TO^ WHI 

yoi<w rt ttstor oto TO^rtfero 

f^RT rtw 3WfftS 3TITO itf&TO fcrfrtt^ 

b jmrafrtro f-RPRinfR ftftrcr ttto* fo* rt 
w ufcrt b arfrtftm anrortto, qrorfcpr 
H^rt^H b ffcq q^t qr fciq to? art? TOpft b 

TTOfrto? TO^ WPTI 

4 qf^RQ tot qror^qRrt *jorri rt totr <wt 

awffttt afar ^ifoit f^ra rt?r amp ?fero ferfrtrt^g 

rtro? (’jorrt) b frtfrtsr tttoI rt 

^iR ^3rt rts arfcrf^j arrm#^, TO?rtcm 
rt«rtoR b fcR tret q? feR ^ afR w-rt b 
fcftfrtm TOcrt wpti 


3 m*5 TOT lrtTOW%<T4 tt fl WM ) 

bfj 3wrt^ ^ iltiifr fc*rfrtts 
qttcpn (tjorr) 


2 ?1TOTOT) 

rt^r alirt^tt artw iftro fcTfrtts 
SrtPfTOTO< (1$*WT) 


TOT rtn aroTfWT 3ffw 

ift: (rtcT) b artrtrort to qrorw 

d) (2) 

1 TOT JWtafoTOTO W1PPT) 

% ai«rt^tt 3rtro fcrfrtts 
to ir rKR i ^i) 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

5 vffa ^ nrafaTTR-q wtor) 

% fafaft 3Tfp> ffal fcfafa 

fafa (<prrw) 


6 cfSRKlIdfarHV TRTTtr-T) 

fa farlM arte *far frrffas 

5T$JTT (H«T snfa) 


7 OTfanm faraR) 

fa mn $ffar f cfafa 

faT (TReZT Sffa) 


8 JWRfaRTI ?RTm) 

fa farfrft fa ffafa 

cWI (3TRTPT) 


9 H^M4>(*TFf<T 'tjt1lt< T t) 

fa fafait fa 3faT fates 

v5T*?g* ('fRWH) 


10 vrdmd^HFn? farsR) 

fa fafa£t fa iffar fate* 
wr (^jttrt) 


(3) 

*[3F?TcT A t^fa ?ren 

f^fercf fa fa) |rffa farfa 

k> Hfaf ffa^pinfa rrffa fa'[ if 'in 

«fa its -faffa irrfarv, fprafar fafa «.t !■ f 

far V? fa *TTJ fa <f. T^Tfal TTc-f ■f*T*' 


JTt.21 yfa If srw 

fact fa Mfafa y^f ijifaTT fafrrfa 
& 7?[mffa ffa^fafa fafa Trfa A .-nr? 

far t>, fafarf) iTRTfal. J.Rlfaf 

ufajR & fa ifa T7 fa 1 tv fa ?nfa r, 
fafa fa wr 1 

»TtZf fa?r A cT«rT ^rfar 

ffac! fa fafa fa fa?n fates 

<f> prermffa IfaFirfa teffa rrfa fa A -hr 

fa if> ^faTffa VHTRfa, -FTfaRT 

irafar 3> fa fa- VR fcT^i iTV fa <ffa % 

fafar fa *€TR| 

3TRTR A cTtfxTI crm ffaffPR 

ffa fa faffa fa gffa fate® 

its sreimffa ffa^nfa f^rffar ?rfa <t>s) A *t^k 

fa *&fta anfata. qrtbra 

JTfar % fa *rc£<Tvfaif*far 

fafaf fa WFfl 

tfstwft A arofa. an^ fa cWt 

3RT <T7c=I fatfajf fa WT cTHpf w«jfa ffad 

fa faffa fa farn fates 

% WJfIRTPw ffanfafa ffam fa ^ IFR 

fa # faftw airafa, <mfa 

JTfa*T % fa q?£ fa vrv fa faft 

vnffa fa wh I 

^swm 4 ^m»rc, flfaftfat, mcnig? iwt 

fa qrm dr?^ farfat ffacf 
fa fafffcft afa fa?TT 
% jroraifa ffaafaW firffa fa 4 
fa A> farfa amrfar, wfaw 
wV^'t ^ Uif| * 1 ? fir? w aftv 4 >m*TI its 
fafaifa WPIl 



22‘JS THF. GAZETTE OF TNDIA : MAY 2 6, 

(D (2) 

1 1 \3R 5PPPF(Rl f iR 'TT’FfTEPT) 

^PT RRTf^ft 3TTRT 
R4? (*T5RP5) 


1 2 cTf^M RR RREPF(RPTR TRTPPR 

fht RppfM 3rm> ^fsqr ftAAA^s 

RFHRcflRR (Rf*1cPTF§) 


13 rr rrrr(hptr rfttph) 

%T RRTf^t 3TTRT :jfeRT ferfiRp3 

R^ fRceft 


14 RRRRT(RPPT RRWR) 

ifa ATRffc£ 3TTTf3 ^tt fofiR^R 
%RT (RTTC R^R) 


1 5 Rf^R RR !PPPT?(RPP1 RRTRR) 
%r RRTf^ APR <jfeRT feTft^S 

RRigRpfl (3TPR r^?t) 


16 RR RWP(fc)1£T) 

1"PT 3TRTft<*t ATPR ?f%RI feT^^R 
RPTT (RR? R<hT) 
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(3) 

A HR?, ReftHTR tTeTT RRT3 

f^feRT 4 r ATRffM 3TTR Rf%RT letfa^ 

% H?rrRfRR> frHRorpflR fttirR ttr4 ^ 3 rr^ 

#ir ^ 3rf?r%T) 3TFTT?ftR, RTRfRR 

MN'I feTR R r . J . d R^ feTR RR Aft? RiR’ft R> 

RRTf^RR Riel R®TTR I 

RfRePRg *f HR i TRcftHR 

ft'APT %T 3P-rifM 3TTR ^feHT fefft^ 

<P HRTRf'TR fHHRRpffH fRfRfT TPTHf 4>sfi *f RR^ 

Sfaf A Hlell'frfv 3TTHT?ffH, RTHfeTR 

RHPH A fcfR RR^ #? RHPft A mfAvT 4Tc1 

?AJH I 

R^ fccR-fl HRT RR^tH RRRpf! ^ 
f?ApT ^R 3TRTf^t ATTTF ?f%Hl faftcTR 

A HRKlpRF fcp'HRT#H f^filR RRpf ^ A RH'T 
Sfvft A 3TfefftRT RPTRfpT. RRpfeRT 

RRPRH <?b feTR RCcf HR feTR RR Rf? RRpf) % 
RTTf^PH HTc^ WFTI 

RR^ SPfR 4 Hf\’RT RPT APR %T, RRR ^tfeTRR 

^R HURT eTT?R HRHIRHl 

Rapt ^r HRffRft crff r^ht fcrfRRR 

A TTRTRf^FP fcPRRPffH fcTf^T^f RRRf %Rt A HR? 

sfp'f 3 t ATfeTfRRT RTRRftR, HHPfcTP 

yRpipT % feTR RcPT RR feP? RR AllY RRpft % 

FRlf^PR Rlc^ : TRPT I 

3TPST 3^?T ^ '<Ml^ i 'R'[) RRT APR MljjR eTFRR 
RRRPpff f^ApT ^ 3TRff^1 ATHP ?f^RT feTf?T^ 

Ai R^imPlRT RT44U||#3 fcTPlR RRpf %Rt A RRR 
^RT % RRTRR; ARRRftR, RRRteTR 
'A ill RR A> feTR RR^ RY felR RR 3f)R RjApft % 
RTTfReR RPR TRTR I 

RRY R^?T ^ RTcTT, ATf^RT RRT cPsMAj 
f?ApT % RRTf^t 3TTRT ^f%RT ft^Rld-5 

% MViraRlR f^RRRPftR ftfipl RRt4 %Rf A R'R 

^Rf % RfcTf^RT ATTRTTftR. RRRfeTR 

RrYrR feTR MC.d RT let's 1 R^s 3^ RPpff % 

<RIIhR Riel WTR I 
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17 >TU W'T-T'THfafffi n«l 5T<f?1 3 

ffi T 1 HmPffi 31Ttjr ITT fAT<7 fftf 3Tvifrf^t :#?> ^fe?TT feffitcTS 

ft-TWT {W-H tFT?l) f nsnsrfffiR fffilTmTtiffi fhffixT m>A feft ^ ^PR 

StTTt ^ STtffiTxTJ TiRT^-fnr, giRfajT 
U'TITR iR fcnj 9^ 97 ftf? 9T 3Tt7 tRuffi % 
"'RTfavT! 9feT WHI 

[-q.tnH.-l 1011/1/019t] 
W?. TTfT, TR. XWTC, 


New Delhi, the ! 8th May, 2001 

s. o. i no.- - in exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction 
°t Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints 
the officers mentioned in column (2) of the Table below, being the officers equivalent to the 
rank of a Gazetted Officer of the Government, to be estate officers for the purpose of the said 
act, who shall exercise the power conferred, and perform the duties imposed, on the estate 
officers by or under the said Act, within the local limits of their respective jurisdiction, in 
respect of the public premises specified in the corresponding entry in column (3) of the said 
Table 


TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Designation of the Officer of the 

Gas Authority of India Limited (GAIL) 

Categories of public premises and 
local limits of jurisdiction 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 


1. Deputy Manager( Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Agartala (Tripura) 


Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 


3. Senior Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 

Baroda (Gujarat) 


4. Senior Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 

Gandhar (Gujarat) 


Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Agartala in 
Tripura 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at 
Ahmedabad, Kadi, Kalol and Mehsana in 
Gujarat. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Baroda and 
Vaghodia in Gujarat. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Gandhar 
and Bharuch in Gujarat. 
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(1)_(2)_ 

5. Senior Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 

Hazira (Gujarat) 


6. Executive(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Jhabua (Madhya Pradesh) 


7. Manager(Human Resource), 

Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Khera (Madhya Pradesh) 


8. Manager(Human Resource), 

Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Lakwa (Assam) 


9. Manager(Human Resource), 

Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Jaipur (Rajasthan) 


10. Executive(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Jamnagar (Gujarat) 


11. Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Mumbai (Maharashtra) 


_(3)__ 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Hazira and 
Surat in Gujarat, 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Jhabua in 
Madhya Pradesh. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Khera and 
Ujjain in Madhya Pradesh. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority,of India Limited at Lakwa and 
Sibasagar in Assam. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Jaipur, 
Ajmer, Abu Road and other Liquefied 
Petroleum Gas Pipeline installations in 
Rajasthan. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Jamnagar, 
Samakhiali, Palanpur and other 
Liquefied Petroleum Gas Pipeline 
installations in Gujarat. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Mumbai, 
Alibaug and Usar in Maharashtra. 
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ill 

12 . 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17 . 


_( 2 )_ 

Senior Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Nagapattinam (Tamilnadu) 


Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 

New Delhi (NCT, Delhi) 


Manager( H uman Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
NOIDA (Uttar Pradesh) 


Senior Deputy Manager(Human Resource), 
Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Rajahmundiy (Andhra Pradesh) 


Deputy Manager(Law), 

Gas Authority of India Limited, 
UPPC, Pata (Uttar Pradesh) 


Deputy Managcr(Law), 

Gas Authority of India Limited, 
Vijaipur (Madhya Pradesh) 


_(3)_ _ 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at 
Nagapattinam in Tamilnadu. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at New Delhi 
in NCT, Delhi. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at NOIDA 
and other Gas, Liquefied Petroleum Gas 
Pipeline Installations in Uttar Pradesh. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at 
Rajahmundry and other Gas Pipeline 
Installations in Andhra Pradesh. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Pata, 
Auraiya and Lucknow in Uttar Pradesh. 

Leased and company owned premises for 
residential, office purpose, besides 
townships, in various work centers under 
the administrative control of the Gas 
Authority of India Limited at Vijaipur in 
Uttar Pradesh. 


No 1.-14011/1/01 GPJ 
I S.N PRASAD, Director 
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3T^ft 


cHil^cT - 
dlTci cfiT o1l«H 

foTcTT - 

^RT2T WOT 

tfteei 

— 3ttT7 

TTi?T 


1 

3TT7 

4 

aoltrfli^ 

s 

1 

2 

526 

f^TcTT — 35^TP^ 

._ 2 _ 

0 

00 

96 

rnpftcT - 35srm 

3rrer 

889 

0 

17 

59 
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41 


2165 


16 

11 







kflcrll — 3o5TT2r 




cficrraT 

587 



11 

3TofT^t5T 

941 


10 

51 


ToTcTT — c1tMo13i 




eh<rl£r 

865 





mtrnm ■ . . - -* ' ^ 

[^t. 3TR.-31015/48/2000-3TT. 31K. 1] 


■q^T. -ER^RSTC, 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2001 

s.o. mi — Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Petroleum and Natural Gas Number S.O., 2726, dated 12th December, 2000, 
issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred 
to as the said Act) the Central Government declared its intention to acquire the right 
of user in lands specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying a branch pipeline to Lucknow for the transportation of petroleum 
products from Allahabad-Kanpur Section of existing Barauni-Kanpur Product Pipeline 
in the State of Uttar Pradesh by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, copies of the said notification were made available to the public on 
19-12.2000; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority in pursuance of sub-section (1) of section 
6 of the said Act has submitted his report to the Central Government; 

And further, whereas, the Central Government after considering the said report 
decided to acquire the right of user in lands specified in the Schedule appended 
to this notification ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 
6 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user 
in the said lands specified in the Schedule appended to this notification are hereby 
acquired for laying the pipeline; 


1424 GI/2001—-12 
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And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of the said 
section, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest, from the date of 
publication of this declaration in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 


encumbrances. 

Schedule 




Tehsil - Kanpur 

District- Kanpur 

State 

- Uttar Pradesh 

Name of Village 

Khasra No. 


Area 




Hectare 

Are 

Centiare 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Chhitmara 

526 

0 

00 

96 

Tehsil - Unnao 

District - Unnao 




Atta 

889 

0 

17 

59 

Orhar 

220 

0 

02 

41 


2165 

0 

16 

11 

Tehsil - Hasaneani 

District - Unnao 




Mai wan 

587 

0 

04 

11 

Ajgain 

941 

0 

10 

51 

Tehsil - Lucknow 

District - Lucknow 




Lonha 

865 

0 

09 

43 


[No. R-31015/48/2000 OR-I] 
S. CHANDRASEKHAR, Under Secy. 
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€v oorsrw, sup 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

New Delhi, the 30th Apjil, 2001 

S.O. 1 112.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the awaid of the Central Government In¬ 
dustrial TribunallLabour Court, Kolkatta as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Allahabad Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-4-2001. 

iNo. 12012|9|2000-IR(B-H>] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Reference No, 28 of 2000 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Allahabad 
Bank 

AND 

Their workmen. 

PRESENT : 

Mr. Justice Bharat Prasad Sharma, Presiding Officer. 
APPEARANCE ; 

On behalf of Management.—None. 

On behalf of Workmen.—Mr. Ashok Singh, Piesiding 
of the Union. 

STATE : West Bengal, INDUSTRYt Banking. 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-12012|9|2000|JR(B-II) dated 5-6-2000 the 
Central Government in exercise of its powers under section 
10(1)(d) and (2A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
referied the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudica¬ 
tion 

"Whether the action of the management of Allahabad 
Bank in imposing the punishment of fine of 
Rs. 10,000 on Shri Rajendra Kumar Kbanna, Dy 
Head Cashier, Calcutta Main Branch is legal and 
justified? Tf not, what relief is he entitled?' 1 

2 This case arose out of the matteer relating to one 
Rajendra Kumar Khannu, Deputy Head Cashier attached to 
Calcutta Main Branch of the Allahabad Bank He was asked 
to officiate as Head Cashier of the Branch from 26-5-1995 
to 1-8-1995. While he was officiating as Head Cashier on 
13 6-1995 a shortage of Rs. 10,000 was detected in the cash 
at the time of closing of the cash. The matter wai reported 
1424 GI[200’—13 


immediately by Shu Khanna to the Chief Manager of the 
Branch in writing, A Senior Manager of the Branch en¬ 
quired into the matter and reported the same to the Assist¬ 
ant Geneial Manager, After considering all aspects of the 
matter, the management issued a chargeshect lo the said Shri 
KhJnna by order dated 11-10-1995. The chargesbect was 
issued by me Chief Managei of the Branch being the disci- 
phnaiy authority in the case. Shri Khanna gave reply lo the 
chargeshect by his letters dated 20-10-1995, denying all the 
charges brought against him. The management, however, 
did not feel satisfied with the reply of Shri Khanna and propo¬ 
sed to hold a departmental enquiry against him and an En¬ 
quiry Officer was appointed, hot this purpose a Presiding 
Ufficci was also appointed to represent the management 
duiing the enquiry. Shri Khanna was present during the course 
of the enquiry alongwith his defence. The enquiry was 
held on 23-3-1998, 24-3-1998 and 6-4-1998. The documents 
produced by both the paities were taken mto consideration 
and after examining a witness for the management and con¬ 
sidering (he documents, the Enquiry Officer recorded his 
findings. It is slated that the Senior Manager, (Operation) had 
held a spot investigation and had submitted report to the 
Chief Manager)Assistant General Manager who also corro¬ 
borated his report during his evidence before the Enquiry 
Officer. It is also stated that from the report of the Sdfflor 
Manager, (Operation) it transpired that the shortage of 
Rs. 10,000 was owned and accepted by one employee, Shri 
Khagendra Chandra Modak, Armed Guard of the Branch, 
who was present on 13-5-1995 on duty in the Cash Depart¬ 
ment. It is also sffited that the chaigesheeted workman was 
not given any opportunity to adduce any oral evidence 
during the enquiry and because of his bias against the work¬ 
man, “the Enquiry Officer instead of recommending for rea¬ 
lisation of the shortage amount from Shri Modak, held Shri 
Khanna responsible for the same and proposed punishment 
against him. The Enquiry Officer held Shri Khanna guilty 
of major misconduct under Clause 19.5 (j) of the First Bipar¬ 
tite Settlement of 1966. It is further stated that though the 
chargeshect was issued on 11-10-1995 the Enquiry Officer 
was appointed after a long lapse of time by letter dated 
31-1-1997 i.e. more than a year. The concerned workman 
was actually charged under Clause 19.5(j) of the First 
Bipartite Settlement and the Enquiry Officer also held him 
guilty under the same clause, but the disciplinary authority 
found him guilty under Clause 21.4(g) of the Sixth Bipartite 
Settlement. So, on behalf of the workman it has been des¬ 
cribed as a case of deviation of charge by the disciplinary 
atuhority, which is not permissible in law It j* further stated 
that Shri Khanna was also charged for allowing four persons 
to enter inside the cash enclosure, though they were not 
directly connected with the Cash Dept, of the Branch. But, 
this charge could not be established in view of the evidence 
of MW-1 who admitted the prevailing practice of the Branch. 

It is stated that the help of the said Armed Guard, Khagendra 
Chafdra Modak was taken by Shri Khanna only according 
to the prevailing practice and he did not commit any wrong 
in doing so It is also further stated that before the enquiry 
the said Khangepdia Chandra Modak, Armed Guard admit¬ 
ted at the time of preliminary investigation that he was res¬ 
ponsible for the loss of Rs 10 000 But. inspite of all these 
circumstances and facts, Shri Khanna was held guiltv and 
punished and was held responsible for the loss of Rs. 10.00CT. 
Accordingly, he was ordered to ray a sum of Rs 10.000 to 
thp Bank. Shi i Khanra had suhsecmentlv apnealed <o the 
Appellate Authoritv, hut the Appellate Authorjtv also did 
not apply hs mind and confirmed tfi^ p-mishment inflicted 
ouop 9hri Khanna Tt is -tRo stated that apart from the 
fact that there was long lapse of time between th date of 
the incident and the date of the chargesheet and the date of 
appointment of Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry Officer submit¬ 
ted his report on 13-6-1998, though he had completed the 
enquiry on 23-3-1998. Tt has been stated in this regard that 
the Disciplinary Authority could not take a decision at an 
earlier date a she was also confused to proceed with the 
ca'e Accordingly, it fins been prayed on behalf of the 
workman that the punishment of Rs 10 000 imposed as fine 
on Shri Khanna be set aside bv holding the punishment 
,i\v"-ded on his as illegal 

3 After the reference was received and registered, notices 
were issued to the parties concerned and the service was 
effected on both the ranies. but the management d'd not pvt 
onv oprearos-ce tmd the matter accordingly proceeded ex- 
parte for hearing. 
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4 . in course uf hearing Shii Rajendra Kumar Khanna the 
concemeu workman examined himself as WW-1 and he has 
sLated that un the alleged date of incident, i.e, on 13-6-1995 
while h c was acting as Head Cashici, he nad excess amount 
of cash in bis branch to be sent to the Reserve Bank for 
deposits m Currency Chest, for this purpose, he asked some 
of the slab of the bank to help him in pasting stickers in the 
bundle and packets. Ill bundles of notes of Ks. 100 denomi¬ 
nation were kept in packet and the packets were to be 
parted with suosers. Ultimately, when the packets were 
returned to him, he found a shortage of a bundle in one of 
the packets which amounted to shoiiage of Rs. 10,000. It 
was at 12.30 P.M. when the shortage was detected. He asked 
Khagandra Chandia Modak, one of the persons assisting 
him, to return the shortage amount, but he reported after, 
some time that it could not be traced. Then Shri Khanna 
reported the matter to the Senior Manager, Operation, who 
asked him to give the lepoit in writtng. Accordingly ho 
prepared a report and filed the same. It is Ext, W-I. The 
Operation Manager then held enquiry into the matter and 
made an endorsement to the effect on the report. His en¬ 
dorsement is Ext, W-2. On the same da/ Shri Khnnna was 
called by the Assistant Oeneial Manager and was asked to 
recoup the loss of the amount alongwith other four persons 
at the relevant time in his cabin, the companions of Shri 
Khanna, however, did not agree to do so and then Shri 
Khanna asked the A.G.M. to report the matter to the 
Police, Shri Khanna then was asked by him to go away 
and he went away. It is furthei stated by This witness that 
at late hours on that date one L.O. Voucher was issued 
in his name with Khagendra Modak In make good the loss 
of the cash. The witness then showed lost amount in Sus¬ 
pense Account and made the payment. Thereafter the cash 
was closed. Subsequently, a letter was issued to all the 
five persons in Ihe department and subsequently a charge- 
sheet was drawn-up against Shri Khanna. A copy of the 
chkrgeshcet is Ext. W-3. Shri Khanna replied to the charge- 
sheet, the copy of which is Ext. W-4. Subsequently, an en¬ 
quiry was held and Shri Khanna appeared before the Enquiry 
Officer, One witness was examined on behalf of the manage¬ 
ment, No witness was examined by the cbgrgeshected work¬ 
man because whatever hr had to say he had said in his 
reply. He further stated that after 'the enquiry a letter was 
issued to him informing him that the fine was imposed on 
him. A copy of the enquiry report U Ext W-5 and the 
said letter is Ext. W-6. Subsequently, appeal was filed by 
him. but it was dismissed. The copy of the order of the 
Appellate Auihoritv is Ext. W-7. Afler all these the work¬ 
man approached the union which took up his matter and 
a letter was sent tp ihe R.LC.fCl, the copv of the letter 
is Ext. W-8. According to the witness he has been punished 
without any fault and bis punishment is fit to be set aside. 

5.The documents filed on behalf of the concerned work¬ 
man go to justify his statement and claim. It appears from 
Ext, W-l that after the incident, Shri Khanna had reported 
the matter to the Assisant Genera] Manager and the matter 
was enquired into by the Senior Manager Operation, who 
had submitted a Veport Ext. W-2, in which it was stated that 
Shri Modak had accepted the responsibility for the loss of 
the cash. So far as the report of the Enquiry Officer, Ext. 
W-J is concerned, it is apparent that by discussing the evi¬ 
dence and circumstances, the Enquiry Officer held that so 
far as engaging of the four persons by the concerned work¬ 
man was concerned, it was not an act for which he could 
be held responsible because it was the general practice being 
followed that persons other than connecled with the Cash 
Dept, were allowed to assist the Cashier in such cases of 
emergency. But, while dealing with the first charge regard¬ 
ing the lo=s nP Rs, 10,000 it lias been held by the Enquiry 
Officer that the concerned workman, Shri Khanna did not 
exercise proper supervision over the work and so he was 
negligent in his work, Accordingly, lie suggested that Ihe 
first charge under claus* 19 Xf jt was proved against him 
and accordingly he recommended for action to the Disci¬ 
plinary Authority. The Disciplinary Authority, therefore, 
imposed a fine of Rs. 10,000 against the workmnn concerned, 
which has been challenged by the workman In the present 
case. 

6. So far as the assertions made on behalf of the work¬ 
mnn concerned since the maoag»nrent rUd ndt file anv wrkten 
statement denying the same, p-Or d J d it examine any witness 


to contradict the claim of the workman. As such the as ad¬ 
dons made on behalf of the workman stand unrcbutled and 
ihcie is no reason to disbelieve the same. 

7. The circumstances disclosed in the statement of claim 
of the workman supported by the evidence is that for the 
puipose of preparing the packets for deposits in the Cur¬ 
rency Chest of the Reserve bank, according to the prevail¬ 
ing piacticc of the Bank, he had taken the help of four 
persons, including one Armed Guard, Shri Modak and the 
loss was detected in the lot of Shri Modak only. It also 
becomes clear from Ext. W-2 that during the- preliminary 
investigation Shri Modak had also admitted this fact before 
the Senior Manager Operation. Therefore, there does not 
appear to be any rason why the action of reoovery of the 
amount was not taken against Shri Modak and why it was 
taken against the said workman Shii Khanna. It is also obvi¬ 
ous that all the tour persons who were asked to help Shri 
Khanna in pasting stickers in the cash were the employees 
of the Bunk and they were engaged according to the preva¬ 
lent practice. So, It could not be treated as a case of negli¬ 
gence on his pan in engaging them and the Enquiry Officer 
also accepted this fact in his report, Ext. W-J. But, strongly 
enough, while dealing with the matter of loss of the money 
or cash, the Enquiry Officer held that Shri Khanna was 
negligent because he did not exercise proper supervision over 
the matter. The finding of the Enquiry Officer, therefore, 
does not appear to be reasonable and convincing. So far as 
Shri Khanna is concerned, his bonafide is apparent from 
the fact that immediately after the low was delected, he 
brought the matter to the notice of the higher authority 
and a preliminary investigation was also made by an officer 
of the Bank who also admitted that Shri Modak had owned 
the responsibility of the loss. It is also apparent that while 
the charge was under clause 19.5(j) of the First Bipartite 
Settlement, the workplan was held guilty under clause 21.4 
(g) of the Sixth Bipartite Settlement, which appears to be 
illegal. The punishment awarded against the workman, 
therefore, is obviously an instance of vindictive attitude of 
the management and the workman concerned, Sfiri Khanna. 
has been wrongly punished bv the competent authority. Tt 
was also against the report of the Enquiry Officer, The 
ptinshment awarded on Shri Khanna, therefore, is fit to be 
set aside, 

8, Accordingly, the punishment of Imposition of fine of 
Rs. 10,000 against ihe concerned workman, Shii Raiendra 
Kumar Khanna by the management is held to be illegal and 
unjustified and the same is set aside. If he has already de¬ 
posited the aforesaid amount, it should be refunded to him 
by the management. 

B. P. SEIARMA, Presiding Officer 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 18th April, 2001. 
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New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001 

S.O. 1113.—Tn pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal | 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the annexure 
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in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation ta the management of Syndicate Bank and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 30-4-200 L 

[No. L-12012|94|95-IR(B-II)b 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABO UR 

COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated : 20th April, 2001 

PRESENT : 

Hon’ble Shri V. N. Kulkarni, B.Com., LL.B., 
Presiding Officer. 

C.R. No. 75|97 

I PARTY : 

The General Secretary, 

Syndicate Bank Staff Association, 

Anooradha Bldg., 

Near A.R. Circle, 

S. C. Road, 

Bangalore-9. 

II PARTY : 

The Chief Managing Director, 

Syndicate Bank 
Head Office,. 

Manipal. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) 
and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the Indus¬ 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-12012|94|95-IR(B-II) dated 
25-8-95 for adjudication on the following scheme : 

SCHEDUULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Syndicate Bank, Manipal in imposing the 
penalty of reduction of basic pay to the 
next lower stage for a period of two years 
on Sri B. Narayana Nayak, Clerk vide 
their order dated 9-6-93 legal and justi¬ 
fied ? If not, what relief is the said work¬ 
man entitled ?” 

2. The first party was working as a Clerk at 
Belepet Branch. On account of misconduct enquiry 
was held and on the basis of enquiry report penalty 
was imposed reducing basic pay to the next lower 
stage for ai period of two yeaers. Therefore industrial 
dispute is raised- 

3. Parties appeared and filed claim statement 
and counter respectively. The first party in the 
claim statement has contented that the chargeisheet 
is not correct. The first party did not commit the 
misconduct as alleged in the charsre sheet He is 
the zonal secretary of the first party association and 
he was victimised for his lepitimate trade union 


activities. The action of the second party is mala- 
fide, unfair and interred to victimise him with 
ulterior notice and also an unfair labour practice 
resulting in the victimisation of the 1st party. The 
findings of the enquiry officer is perverse. The 
charge is baseless and cooked up. The shortage of 
Rs. 2000|- was on account of procedural lapse and 
the first party reimbursed the amount. The punish¬ 
ment of reduction in basic pay is not correct. First 
party for these reasons has prayed to pass an award. 

4. The second party filed countei statement con¬ 
tenting that the enquiry is proper apd valid. 
The first party was given full opprtunity and 
the finding is not perverse. On 21-1-1992 
the Workman left the branch much before the 
closer of the branch without prior permission 
from the superiors and without properly 
tallying and accounting for the cash he received on 
that day. It was noticed that there was shortage of 
Rs. 2000|- in the cash that was handed over by the 
fim pary to the main cashier. He gave explanation 
but the explanation is not correct. The workman 
ultimately reimbursed the shortage on 29-1-92. It 
was a miscouduct on the part of the first party and 
therefore, charge sheet was issued. Enquiry was 
held by giving full opportunity. The punishment is 
prop-'r and proportionate. All the allegations made 
in the Claim Statement are not correct. There is 
no victimisation as alleged by the first party. In 
fact the second party was liberal and considerate 
by imposing a lesser punishment, The second party 
for these reasons has prayed to reject the reference 

5. It is seen from the records that the first party 
considered the fairness of the domestic enquiry on 
his submission case was posted for arguments on 
merits. After giving adjournment, case was ad¬ 
journed but the first party not advanced the argu¬ 
ments. 

6. 1 have hcaid arguments of the second party 
persued the entire record. Considering the evidence 
recorded during enquiry and the documents which 
are marked, I am of the opinion that the 
managment exanvned the witnesses and proved the 
misconduct as per the charge sheet. 4 witnesses 
were examined and 9 documents v ere marked, it 
is also clear from the records that the first parly 
made good of shortage amount and all this would 
go to show that misconduct is proved and the first 
party was held guilty. There is no reason to dis¬ 
believe all this. The first party hats not convinced 
as to ho 1 " there is victimisation and the domestic 
enquiry is perverse I have already said that the 
fairness of domestic enquiry is completed by the 
first par’v. In a situation like this first party must 
show that the finding is perverse and the punish¬ 
ment is not proportionate According to the 
learned counsel for the second party after hear¬ 
ing; the first patty, pay wais reuced and the 
punishment is proportionate. Taking all this ln f o 
consideration and in view of the fact that the first 
party has failed to establish that the finding of the 
enquiry officer is perverse and there i - victimisation, 
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I am of the opinion that there is no merit in this 
reference and accordingly I proceed to pass the 
following order : 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to the PA, transcribed by her corrected 
and signed by me on 20th April. 2001). 

V. N. KULKARNE Presiding Officer 

fturt, 30 ttfr, 2001 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Syndicate 
Bank in imposing the penalty of dismissal on Sbri 
M. M„ Pat is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief the said workman is entitled ?” 

2, Notices were issued to parties. Parties appeared and filed 
claim statement and counter respectively. 

3. First party was working in the second party Bank as 
Clerk. Charge Sheet was issued to him alleging that on 
22-5-80 fradulently obtained a withdrawal slip and made 
entry in the withdrawal slip and signed it as the signature 
which was purported to be the signature of Shri K. P. Shama 
Shetty and misappropriated a sum of Rs. 30,000, There was 
enquiry and after the enquiry first party was dismissed from 
service and therefore the present dispute is raised. 
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New Delhi, the 30th Apnl, 2001 

SO 1114—In puisuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in 
the annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Syndicate Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-4-2001. 

[No. L-12012/113/97-JR(B-Il)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated: 25th April, 2001 


PRESENT: 

Hon'ble Shii V. N. Kulkarni, B. Com., LLB. 

Presiding Officer. 

C.R. No. 14/98 


I PARTY 

The General Secretary, 

Syndicate Bank Employees Union. 

Central Office, 

Kalyan Bhawan, 

1st Floor, 69, Armenian Street 
Madras-600001. 

(Advocate—Sampath Anand Shetty) 

II PARTY 

The General Manager (P) 

Syndicate Bank, 

Head Office, 

Manipal-576119, 

(Advocate—B. C. Prabhakar) 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2A 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, ' 47 has 
referred this dispute vide Order No. L-12012/113/97-IR(B-TT) 
dated 23-2-1998 for "djudicatinn on the following schedule. 


4. First party appeared and filed Claim Statement. His 
case is that the Charge Sheet is not correct. The enquiry 
is not correct. The withdrawal slip was issued by SB Depart¬ 
ment, Mr. M. M. Pai was not working in the SB Department. 

S.B. Account holder, Shri K. P. Shama Shetty has signed 
the account opening form and specimen signature card in 
English. The Sub Manager passed the withdrawal slip for 
Rs. 30,000 and he should have verified the signature on the 
withdrawal slip with the specimen signature. There is no 
misconduct. Termination is not correct. The finding is perverse. 
Charges were foisted on the first party. He is acquitted by 
the Hon’ble Principal Session Judge Court at Mysore. The 
first party for these reasons has prayed to pass an award 
in his favour. 

5. The Second Party appeared and filed counter. The case 
of the second party is that Shri M. M. Pai joined the services 
of second party as a Clerk on 15-11-1975 and the first party 
was on the rolls of Chickmangalore Branch of the Second) 
party since 19-8-1977. 

6 . The first party while working at Chickmangalore obtained 
a withdrawal slip bearing No. 293054 on S.B,' Account 
No. 21341 of Shri K. P. Shama Shetty, a customer on 
22-5-1980 by putting the forged signature of the customer 
in the issue register. He also applied the forged signature 
of the customer on the Master Sheet of the SB Account of 
Shri K. P. Shama Shetty. Subsequently, after 2 days i.e. on 
24-5-1980, he fraudulently withdrew a sum of Rs. 30,000 
from the said account of Shri K. P. Shama Shetty, by forging 
signature on withdrawal slip. When the fraudulent act of the 
first party was brought to the notice of th first party, he 
admitted the acts and reimbursed the amount to the bank. 

7. The said acts of the first party was not correct and it 
amounts to misconduct. His explanation was not proper. 
Charge sheet was issued and enquiry was held against the 
first party. The enquiry was In accordance with the rules 
and regulations. Full opportunity was given to the first party 
and the enquiry is valid and proper. First party fully parti¬ 
cipated in the enquiry and defend himself during the enquiry. 
The findings of the enquiry officer are based on oral and 
documentary evidence. The finding is correct, The management 
considering the seriousness, has passed order of dismissal and 
the same is correct. It is also said that the CBI had challenged 
the orders of Session Judge by filing criminal appeal No. 
8/1993 before the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka. The 
order of Trial Court was set aside and the first party was 
convicted of the offence. 

8 . It is further contented that the first party admitted the 
incidence. The second party for these reasons and for various 
other reasons stated in counter has prayed to reject the 
reference. 

9. It is seen from the records that on behalf of the 
management, MW1 was examined. He was appointed as 
enquiry officer and conducted enquii v against the firrt party. 
His evidence is that he considered the request of the General 
Secretary and adjourned the dispute and issued fre'h notlcr 
of enquiry. On 13-7-93 enquiry wa s fixed. Mr Umesh Nayak 
represented the first party. He has also stated that all the 
documents and list of witnesses were given to the first party. 
He explained the procedure adopt in the enquiry. 6 witnesses 
were examined and all were cross examined by the first party. 
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First party gave his evidence. He has also stated that he has 
given full opportunity for the workman for participating and 
defending his case. 

10. The first party has not given any evidence even after 
giving adjournment, Orders were passed on domestic enquiry 
holding that the same is fair and valid. Thereafter case was 
posted for arguments. The first party remained absent, I have 
heard the learned counsel for the second party. I have perused 
all the documents and the enquiry proceedings very carefully. 
There is nothing on record to say that the finding of the 
enquiry is perverse, 1 have carefuljy perused the documents 
and I am of the opinion that the charges are pioved and 
the finding of the enquiry officer is correct. The finding is 
based on the evidence and the documents. The first party 
has not even examined himself to r burt all this,. 

11. Now the question which arises foi my consideration 
is whether the punishment in the given circumstances is 
proportionate. Admittedly the case against the fust party is 
that he is committed fraud. The nature of misconduct is 
very serious. The first party has not established that the 
punishment awarded is disproportionate and theie is unfair 
labour practice by the management. On the other hand the 
management has proved the charges and it is also clear that 
the charge is serious in nature and from the records it is 
also clear that the first party is convicted by (he High Court 
of Karnataka for the misconduct in question. Taking all this 
into consideration I am of the opinion that there is no 
perversity in the finding given by the enquiry officer and the 
punishment is proper and this reference has no merit. 
Accordingly 1 proceed to pass the following ordti : 

ORDER 

The Reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 25th April, 2001). 

V. N. KULKARNT, Presiding Officer 

fWr, 30 wfcr, 2001 
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New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001 

S.Q. 1115.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Couit, Bangalore as shown in 
the annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Syndicate Bank and the.r 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-4-2001. 

[No. L-12012/355/94-IR(B-II)l 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Sccy 

annexure 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURi COURT, BANGALORE 
Dated : 23rd April, 2001 


PRESENT 1 : 

Hon’ble Shri V. N. Kulkarni B. Com. LL.B,. 

Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 35/97 

I PARTY 

The General Secretary, 

Syndicate Bank Staff Association, 

Anooradha Building, 

Ananda Rao Circle, 

S. C. Road, 

Bangalore-9, 

II PARTY 

The Dy. General Manager, 

(Zonal Office) 

Syndicate Bank, 

Pupia Building, 

Lalbaugh, 

Mangalore. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers con¬ 
ferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) an<l sub-section 2A 
of the Section 10 of the Industrial pisputes Act, 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-12012/3 55/94-1 R(B-1I) 
dated 8th May, 1995 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Syndicate 
Bank Mangalore in withdrawing the special allowance 
in respect of Shri Prakaah D. Malagi Clerk from 
)99l is legal and justified 1 If not, what relief is 
the said workman entitled to?" 

2. The first party was working in the second party as Telex 
Operator at Hnbll Durgad Bail Branch since 1975. he was 
paid a special allowance of Rs. 25 per month for having! 
performed special allowance duty of telex operator since his 
joining Durgad Bail Hubli Branch, and telex facility was 
withdrawn front Hubli Durgad Ball Branch on 6-12-77 by 
the management. The first party was given duties of telephone 
operator and special allowance was not paid. Therefore 
industrial dispute was laised. 

3. First party appeared and filed claim statement content¬ 
ing that he was receiving enhanced allowance till the expiry 
of III Bipartite Settlement and the withdrawal order is illegal 
and not correct. He was transferred from Hubli to Belgaum 
against the transfer norms and also against the provisions 
of Bipartite Settlement. Workmen will be entitled to special 
allowance only so long as he is vneharge of such work or 
performance of such duties which attract such allowance 
Since last 14 years first party is working as telephone operator 
and special allowance payable to him cannot be withdrawn 
unilaterally. First party for these reasons has prayed to pass 
an award in his favour. 

4. Second party appeared and filed counter statement con¬ 
tenting that the dispute is not legally and properly espoused 
by first party association and .substantial number of workmen 
of second party have not supported the cause of the first 
party workman. Therefore, the reference is liable to be 
rejected on this ground. Hubli main branch had a telex 
machine and the first party was entrusted with the said 
additional duty. In the year 1977 due to administrative 
reasons the second party took decision to surrender the telex 
connection and therefore special allowance paid to the first 
party was withdrawn and action of the management is correct. 
The first party submitted a letter stating that he has been 
functioning as PBX operator in addition to the regular duties 
as typist and requested to sanction a special allowance of 
Rs. 10 per month and he was given special allowance It was 
specifically stated that the said allowance will be given till 
he ceases to perform the duties entrusted. It is the further 
case of the management that the first party was not entrusted 
with the additional work on operating the PBX from January 
1992 Therefore, the question of special allowance to th* 
Tlrst party does not arise a,t all. The .special allownace w.e f. 
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January, 1992 is withdrawn. As per clause 5.9 of the Bipartite 
Settlement, the workmen will be entitled to special allowance 
only so long he is incharge of such work or the performance 
of such duties which attracts such allowance. The Second 
party for these reasons has prayed to reject the refeiencc. 
The management examined MW1 and documents were marked 
in the evidence for management. Against this workman got 
examined. I have perused documents marked for management 
and workman. We are having the evidence of MW1 Dy. 
Chief Officer. He was entrusted to personal intentions of 
workman working in Hubli and Bclgaum Branches. First 
party was appointed as a temporary clerk at Hubli main 
branch and subsequently he was confirmed. He has also 
sttacd that special allowance carrying duties were entrusted to 
him. Special allowance is in addition to the regular salray 
of the employee and the same is paid till the concerned 
employee carry out special duties entrusted to him with 
written orders. He has given detailed evidence regarding 
surrender of telex connections. He has also that stated special 
allowance was paid to the first party till he pet formed special 
allowance duty. The special allowance system was carrying 
work on rotation basis to the eligible candidates. Ex. M12 
is the relevant order. He has also stated that the first party is 
not entitled to special allowance after facility was 
withdrawn. He has categorically stated in his cross 
examination that the work of PBX operator was not 
permanent. He had also stated that on the lequcst of the 
first party he was transferred. There is no reason to discard 
this evidence of MW1. Against this WW1 has jiven detailed 
evidence and he said that he is entitled for special allowance. 
He admits in his cross examination that the operation of 
telex was withdrawn by the bank. He has categorically stated 
that he has not worked as PBX Operator from January, 
1992. The first party is not entitled for special allowance. 
He has stated that he is aware of the settlement entered 
between the union and the management that the work of 
PBX operating shall be given on rotation basis. Considering 
the entire evidence of management and the vvoikman and 
the documents, I am of the opinion that there is no merit 
in the dispute. 

5. It was vehementaly aigued by the learned counsel for 
the second party that no resolution of union espousing the 
cause produced by the union and therefore, the dispute is 
not maintainable. It is clear that no documents aro filed 
by the first party. The learned counsel for the second party 
support of this arguments relied in Deepak Industries Ltd. 
and another, Appellants Vs. State of West Bengal and others 
V/s Sankar Prasad Mitra C.J. and Salil K. Roy Chowdhury 
J 1975, LAB I.C. 1153 (Calcutta High Court). I have read 
the above decision carefully. Admittedly the present dispute 
is by the Joint Secretary Syndicate Bank Staff Association, 
Bangalore. In a situation like this the union has to file some 
material documents to establish that the union has been duly 
authorised and it has the authority to represent the workman, 
hut no documents are filed. 

9. On merit I have already hold that the management 
his rightly stopped the special allowance and the workman 
is not entitled for special allowance. Taking all this Into 
consideration I am of the opinion that there is no merit 
in this reference and accordingly I proceed to pass the 
following order. 

ORDER 

The reference Is rejected. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her, coirected and signed 
by me on 23rd April, 2001). 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
lfi STSUT, 2001 
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New Delhi, the 16th April, 2001 

S.O. 11,16.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 194' 7 ), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour! 
Court, New Delhi as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
io the management of Punjab National Bank and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 11-4-2001. 

[No. D-12011|33|92-1R(B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI K. S. SRIVASTAV, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS¬ 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 88|92 

In tlhe matter of dispute between : 

Shri Ichhuv Sarkar & 184 others 
through Secretary, 

Punjab National Bank Canteen Worker's Union, 
House No. 265, Block No. 8, Khichripur, 
Delhi-110051. 

Versus ■ 

The Management of Punjab National Bank, 

7, Bhikaji Kama Place, New Delhi. 

A Pl'EARANCES: 

Sliri Inderjit Singh—for the workman. 

None—-for the Management. 

AWARD 

Canteen Employees of various branches of Punjab 
National Bank (m short hereinafter refej ied to as 
Bank) within the territory of Delhi had made de¬ 
mand for their regularisation in Bank’s service deem¬ 
ing them as Bank’s employees a|nd payment of their 
wages equal to regular employees of their category of 
the Bank on the principle of equal pay for equal work 
and also for the grant of other service benefits to them 
available to the regular employees. As per statement of 
the claim when their demand could rot be fulfilled 
by the Bank they had themselves formed a Union 
named as Punjab National Bank Canteen Workers’ 
Union, Delhi, registered under the Trade Unions 
Act, 1926, on 24-2-1988, and an industrial dispute 
to this effect was raised, for the settlement of dis¬ 
pute before Regional Labour Commissioner (Cen-, 
tral) and Conciliation Officer, New Delhi, but isi 
could not succeed. After the failure of reconciliation 
proceedings. Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour then made this reference under Section 10 
f 11(d) and 2(A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as Act) vide its Order No, 
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No. L-l 201J [33 [92-I.R. B-2 dated Nil for the-adjudi¬ 
cation of the dispute on the following terms :— 

“Whether Ihchuv Sarkar and other 184 names 
given in the enclosed list were the emplo¬ 
yees working in the various branches of 
Punjab National Bank in the Union Teiri- 
tory of Delhi. If so whether they were eli¬ 
gible for regularisation and payment of 
equal pay for equal work and also other 
benefits as applicable to the employees of 
the Bank? If not, to what relief are the 
workmen concerned entitled to ?” 

All the canteen employees covered and named in the 
order of reference aforesaid now onward be addres¬ 
sed as petitioners. After receipt of the said reference 
Order and after registration of the ca^e in this Tri¬ 
bunal/Labour Court notices to petitioners and to 
pank were issued for filing their respective cases in 
Writing. 

2. Statement of claim, written statement and re¬ 
joinder were exchanged between the parties and evi¬ 
dence by both the parties in support of their cases 
was led. Written arguments were also filed by both 
the parties in the end. Petitioners’ case has been es- 

oused by the Punjab National Bank Canteen Wor- 
ers Union and Statement of claim has be£n filed 
by its General Secretary' Shri Vinod Sharma. 

3. It is averred on behalf of the petitioners that 
Bank was a premier public sector banking institution 
Of the country having its branches all over the coun¬ 
try and its head office at Parliament Street, New Delhi, 
(that there were about 120 canteens functioning in 
various branches/offices of the Bank within Delhi 
and New Delhi and about 250 workers were working 
in those canteens, that the status of these workers 
Was that of Bank’s Employees and workmen were 
Within the Act and were entitled for all those service 
benefits available to Bank’s employee, that they were 
plso entitle for the regular salary of the Bank’s em- 

f iloyee on the principle of equal pay for equal work, 
Hat the Bank had lilepally denied their status of 
Workmen and treated them as canteen contractors 
and paid their remuneration in the shape of subsidy 
which was earlier Rs. 15 per employee till the month 
of April, 1989, and thereafter it was raised to Rs, 25 
pier employee working in the branches, that the Bank 
taking the advantage of poverty of the petitioners and 
the acute unemployment In the country had exploited 
them for denying them their due status, and remune¬ 
ration in utter violation of the provisions of the Act 
las well as Articles 14, 16 and 21 on the Constitu¬ 
tion of India. 

4. It has been further averred on behalf of the 
petitioners that all the canteens in questions were 
actually part of the Bank Establishment because these 
anteens were functioning under the supervision and 
irect control of the Management of the Bank through 
committee constituted in every branch/office of it 
and the committee consisted of fi) Incharge of the 
branch/office (ii) Second Man (Officer) of the Branch/ 
Office (iii) Seniormost full time confirmed staff, that 
the entire control on the functioning of the canteen 
right from taking derision of items to be prepared 
fixation of its charges to the fixation of the forking 
hours of the canteen of the said committee and the 


Contractor had absolutely no say in the matter and 
was bound to carry out the instructions of the com¬ 
mittee, that no* item prepared in the canteen was 
permitted to be sold to outsiders and canteen was run 
solely for the employees of the branches of the Bank, 
that the canteen employees had to serve the Bank’s 
officers and staff not only during normal working 
hours, but mostly in late hours when officers and staff 
of Bank had to sit in late hours to complete their 
work and in that eventuality canteen employees were 
allowed to stay overnight in the Bank’s premises. It is 
further averred on behalf of the petitioners that can-* 
teen employees were employed on a work of parenial 
ature being incidental to the proper and efficient 
running of the branches/offices of the Bank, that the 
canteen employees were paid their remuneration, 
directly by the employer in disguised of subsidy, that 
beside ii the Bank had provided accommodation, elec¬ 
tricity gas etc. free of cost for running the canteen! 
tLnce according to the petitioners Bank’s action deny¬ 
ing them the benefit of regularisation, equal pay for 
equal work and other benefits available to regular 
employees of the Bank was improper, unjust and ille¬ 
gal. Petitioner’s have sought relief for the said bene¬ 
fits. 

5. The Bank has denied the petitioner’s case in its 
written statement and had asserted that claim pre¬ 
ferred by the petitioner is wrong baseless, illegal and 
is liable to be rejected. According to the Bank the 
petitioners were not its employees and in fact they 
were either Contractors or their employees and were 
independently running the canteens in the Bank’l 
branches. It is stated by the Bank that none of the 
petitioner was employed or appointed by the Bank 
and no relationship of employers and employee bet¬ 
ween them had ever existed and thus no industrial 
dispute within the meaning of Act had arisen bet¬ 
ween the Bank and the Canteen Workers (Claimants) 
These workers were not ,even workmen as defined 
under vSection 2(S) of the Act and their claim is not 
maintainable. 

6. It is further stated by the Bank that some of 
the workmen had filed writ petition No. 1395 of 
1986 before Hon’ble Supreme Court of India for 
their regularisation of the service under the Bank, 
and their petition was decided vide order dated 
12-1-87 by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India and 
it was held that workmen were employed by the 
Contractor and in view of it also workmen’s claim 
is not maintainable, 

,. i nc Bank has further stated that the list of 
workmen filed in the case contains some of the names 
of fake persons and also of those persons who 5re 
not in existence False and imaginarv names have 
been added in the list! of workmen and no relief Is 
available to them even assuming tor a while without 
admitting that relief claimed can be granted to them 
Bank has filed list of Canteen Contractors of Delhi 
as Annexure ’A’ of Written Statement. 

8. It is next stated by the Bank that there was a 
recruitment process for the selection and appoint¬ 
ments of clerks and subordinate staff of the Bank 
tbruiph tile agencies of Banking Service Recruitment 
Board and Employment Exchange and without fol¬ 
lowing the procedure it was not possible for the work- 
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men fo get their entry in the service of the Bank and 
by taking them into service without following the pro¬ 
cedure of recruitment would be depriving Che gene¬ 
ral public, the equal opportunity of selection and 
appointment and it would also be discriminatory and 
violation of Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution of 
India. The Bank has however admitted that in order 
to provide facility to its employees a scheme for 
providing canteen at its branches and offices was in¬ 
troduced and a circular dated 17-3-83 vas Issued 
in this respect but the Bank has further stated that 
under the Scheme a committee consisting if the Bank’s 
employees of its branches and offices was formed and 
this committee used to enter into a contract with 
canteen contractors for snacks and other eatables to 
Bank’s employees and customers at subsidised rate. 
The Contractor of the canteen was an independent 
employee and it was he who used to sell eatables to 
the employees and other customers and used to charge 
the price directly from them and earned profits. The 
contractors were free to engage employees of their 
choice to carry on the work undertaken by them. 
The canteen workers were not subjected to rules and 
regulation of service as applicable to regular emplo¬ 
yees of the Bank. The Contractors were not subjected 
to disciplinary action. They were free to act accord¬ 
ing to their wishes. The canteen committee was sim¬ 
ply an advisory body only to negotiate the prices and 
to ensure the quality of the food stuff. Canteen Com¬ 
mittee had no power of supervision or control over 
the working of the canteen nor it would give sugges¬ 
tions in what manner the canteen work should be 
done. In order to compensate the contractors they 
were paid a fixed amount as subsidy and at the ini¬ 
tial stage lit was Rs. 4 per employee which used to 
be changed from time to time and ultimately the 
amount of subsidy was enhanced to Rs. 25 to Rs. 35 
per employee depending upon the area of the branches 
and offices concerned. According to the Bank the 
contractors were undoubtedly provided infrastructures 
like gas cylinders stove, kerosene and utensils etc. 

9. The (Bank has again stated that Banking busi¬ 
ness was done under Banking Regulations Act, 1949 
and providing the facility of Canteen was neither 
obligatory nor incidental on the Bank. The Bank’s 
case also is that the workmen were independent em¬ 
ployers, the contract labour (Regulation & Aboli¬ 
tion) Act, 1970 was not applicable to them, The 
Bank has denied that any unfair labour practice was 
committed against the workman by the Bank. The 
Bank has prayed for the rejection of the claim of the 
workmen. 

10. The Petitioners have filed rejoinder. It is more 
or less reiteration of the allegations made in the 
statement of claim. 

11. Parties have ted evidence in support of their 
respective cases. On behalf of the petitioner’s affidavit 
of one Shri Montoo Sarkar is filed, Tt is exactly the 
repetition of all the averments made in the statement 
of claim. He has also given additional affidavit show¬ 
ing details of posting and termination of the some of 
the petitioners in compliance of the order of this 
Tribunal pased on 14-*»-95 on an application of the' 
petitioners under section 33-C(2) of the Act, 

He has been cross-examined on behalf of the Bank 
as WW1. His affidavit has been marked as Ex, 
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WWl/l. On behaif of the Bank affidavit of Smt. 
Rashmi Khanna Personnel Officer and of Shri V. K. 
Mehrotra the then Manager of th e Bank of the 
branch at Nizamuddin New Delhi have been filesi. 
Both of them have supported the case of the bank. 
Both of them have been cross-examined by the peti¬ 
tioners. The affidavits of Smt. Rashmi Khanna and 
Sri V. K. Mehrotra have been marked as Ex. MW1/1 
and Ex. MW2/I respectively. According to both of 
them the petitioners were either independent Contrac¬ 
tors or employees of the conractors. They have denied 
that the petitioners were employees of the bank. They 
have stuted that there was no relationship of emplo¬ 
yer and employee between the bank and the petitio¬ 
ners. They have given the details in support of their 
assertions that the petitioners were not employees of 
the Bank. They have, however, not denied about the 
introduction of the scheme for providing canteen at 
the branch office of the bank and the issuing of cir- 
culafs. Shri V. K. Mehrotra has further stated that a 
Committee consisting of employees of the branches 
of the bank was formed under the scheme to provide 
canteen facilities to its officers. He has stated that a 
committee used to discharge its function indepen¬ 
dently and it used to enter into contract with the 
contractors for providing coffee, tea and other eat¬ 
ables to the employees. The bank being public finan¬ 
cial institution has to in which ensure safety and 
security of its properties and thus no unauthorised 
person was allowed to sleep inside premises of the 
Bank, I Card to some of the petitioners were issued 
only for the purpose of their identity in view of the 
Security reasons. Issuing of I Card according to him 
was never meant that the petitioners were employees 
of the Bank. He has also stated that petitioner’s 
were never paid wages but were given subsidies as 
per provisions of the Bank's Scheme. He has again 
stated that as per bank’s record a loan was taken 
by some of the petitioners from the Bank on the 
basis of there being self employed persons having 
independent business and the loans were taken by 
then to improve or to expand their business. He has 
mentioned the name of such petitioners who were 
given the loan the names of such are S/SIhri Sham 
Lai, R. P. Sharma, Subhash Chand Sun. Photo copies 
of loan applications given by the petitioner’s have 
also been annexed with the affidavit as Ex. R-l to 
R-9. Both of these bank’s witnesses have also been 
cross-examined by the petitioners. 

12. Arguments on behalf of the parties heard and 
necessary material available on the record of the 
case examined. 

13. The point which in my view needs adjudication 
is whether canteen is the part of the establishment of 
the Bank and the petitioners being canteen employees 
are actually Bank’s employees and are entitle for th<’ 
regularisation of their service and other service bene¬ 
fit as claimed by them, 

14. It is urged on behalf of the petitioners that 
in order to improve efficiency and output of the banks 
officers and staff it was the necessary function of the 
Bank to provide canteen facilities within its nremises 
and with this view Bank had actually provided can¬ 
teen facilities to its staff by means of circular letter 
No. 23/83 dated 17-3*83. According to one of the 
terms of the circular the functioning of the canteen 
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was under the supervision and direct control of the 
management of the Bank through a Committee known 
as implementation Committee constituted at each 
branch office of the Bank. The implementation Com¬ 
mittee consisted of the officers of the Bank viz. (i)ln- 
cirrgc of the branch (ii) Secondman (Officer) ct the 
t>i<m;ii (iii) Senior most full time confirmed staff. This 
Committee according to the petitioners was having full 
con'rol over the canteen for running business of the 
canteen in the manner that it used to decide items to 
be prepared for supply to the officers and staff and to 
fix price to be charged for each item. The working 
hours and other details of the work were also de¬ 
cided by the committee. The canteen employees had 
no say in this way and they had to carry out all the 
instructions of the Canteen Ct c.irnittee. It is next 
submitted that in pursuance of the said scheme of 
providing canteen the Bank had appointed workmen 
as canteen incharge to run the canteen with appro¬ 
priate number of employees and thus the petitioners 
being employed by the Bank were its employee.! and 
workmen within the meaning of Section 2(2) of the 
Act and the Bank was an industry as defined in the 
Act. It is again submitted that according to Section 
2(2) any person including an apprentice employed in 
an industry to do any manual, shifted unskilled, 
technical, work for hire or employment expressed in 
implied in a workman. In the same breath the peti¬ 
tioners have submitted that according to definition of 
the workman g'vcn in Section 2(2) of the Act. It is 
not necessary that person should be emploved in a 
substantive capacity or on temporary basis. Every 
person employed in an industry irrespective of his 
status of being temporary permanent probationer or 
otherwise is a workman as hdd in the case of Hutchiah 
Vs, Karnataka State Road Transport Corporation 
(1983) 1 LLJ 30, 

15. The petitioner’s next contention in this res¬ 

pect is that the petitioner’s were given remuneration 
in the shape of subsidy which actually amounted as 
wage within the definition of Section 2(rr) of the Act. 
The petitioners have again contended that the said 
definition of the wage only postulates that the re¬ 
muneration must be capable of bring express'd in 
terms of money payable to a workman in resoem of 
his employment, or for the work done in such em¬ 
ployment, In sunport of this contention r'ctitiom-rs 
have relied on the case of Bhagannn.t Vs. 

Their workmen ( 19t»21 f IT t I.T.J 35b SC. In the said 
case Sardari being paid as commission for normal 
work was held as wanes within the meaning 
of Section 2 (it) of the Act. On. its basis 
petitioncs have again contended that subsidy 
which war fixed after taking into considera¬ 
tion normal remurwration which petitioners 
could have ordinarily earned in connection with their 
employment or work done in such emplovmeut would 
per say com’ within ambit of definition of the wanes. 
The petitioners have thus laid stress that defmffelv 
there existed the relatio^shfo , " i f rnnofover and em¬ 
ployer between them end the Bank, 

16. The petitioner’s have denied the bank's con¬ 
tention that thev were either independent contractors 
Or en’rio'>'e.rs of such contractors. In support of this 
contention the petitioners have given circumstances 
as first'v that none of the provisions of the contract 
1424 0112001—14 


labour (Regulation and Abolition Act, 1970) were 
complied with before engaging the petitioners as 
Contractors, Secondly that no noticeitcnder|a(cfver- 
tisement was published calling for the rates or quota¬ 
tions for the said contract. Thirdly that canteen em¬ 
ployees were working under the control and super¬ 
vision of the branch management. Fourthly that 
there was no mutual agreement or deed of agreement 
which could have been entered into and executed in 
this respect between the alleged contractors of the 
Bank. 

17. In support of their contention of the existence 
of employer and employee relation between them 
and the bank the petitioners have further argued that 
die identity cuids were nsu:d to the canteen emp¬ 
loyees and in some cases certificates were also issued 
by the management of the bank confirming their 
employment and it is strong indication to show about 
tl.e existence of the relationship of employer and 
employ *e between them. Secondly that besides the 
no. miff work pertaining to the Canteen some of the 
canteen employees were also asked to do other mis¬ 
cellaneous work of the Bark. Thirdly that the can¬ 
teen facilities were utilised only by the officers and 
staff of the bank and no outsider was allowed to take 
the canteen benefits. 

18. The last contention of the petitioners in this 
respect is that all the infrastructure facilities like 
accommodation, furnitures, gas cylenders etc. were 
provided by the bank and it is according to them 
one or the other reason to come to the conclusion 
that the canteen was being run by the bank and it* 
employees are the bank’s employees. The peti¬ 
tioner’s have also placed reliance on the case of 
Pacimal Chund Balia and others Vs. L.I.C, and 
other. 1995(IT)LLJ ?3<>'SC). 

19. On behalf of the brnk all the contentions of 
(he petitioners have been strongly opposed and the 
bank has made Hie following submissions. Firstly 
bank was not under any obligation statutory or 
otherwise to provide facility of the canteen to its 
officers and staff. The facility of providing canteen 
extended to the officers staff of the Bank vide rir- 
cubr dated 17-3-83 was only by way of welfare 
measure miff g wifi be no ground for the petitioner* 
to claim tliemscWes as the bank’s employees. The 
Caniehn was being run and supervised by the Can¬ 
teen Committee which was only empowered to 
enter into contract with the Contractors for providing 
coffee, tea and o'her eatables and a subsidy as agreed 
was paid to the contractors on the basis of the 
strength of the employees in the canteen depending 
upon the are? of the branch concerned. The canteen 
com notice was only advisory body to negotiate the 
pi ice and to ensure quality and eatables and it was 
open to the contractors to carry on the work of the 
canteen according to their wish and choice. The 
profits earned by the contractors were appropriated 
bv themselves. It is further submitted in this resptet 
that the canteen employees were not governed by any 
rules and regulation of the bank as applicable to the 
regular employees. The bank has no control and 
supervision over the bank canteen or supply of eat¬ 
able ■, The Bank was not carrying any trade or busi¬ 
ness in the Canteens. The Bank had no right to 
take any disciplinary action against the canteen imp- 
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loycea. It cannot direct canteen employees or con¬ 
tractor to do a particular work. The bank had no 
say or control regarding allocation of the work or 
where only work was to be carried out by the con¬ 
tractors or by the canteen employees. It is also 
submitted on behalf of the bank in this respect that 
the loans were taken by some of the canteen emp¬ 
loyees under the Self Employment Programme for 
urban poor for their own business is a strong to show 
that the canteen employees were never treated as 
bank employees and their existed no relationship erf 
master and servant between the canteen, employees 
and the Bank. Under the Industrial Law according 
to the bank thq existence of master and servant is 
ueces .ary to find out whether the petitioners were 
the banks employees or they were employees of the 
Canteen only In support of the submissions of the 
existence of master and servant relationship the bank 
has relied upon the case of Pun Urban Cooperative 
Bank Vs. Modhusudan $ahu 1982(81) FJR 454 
S.C The relevant observation mafic by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the said case is given as under 

“It stands established that industrial law revolves 
on the axis of master and servant relation¬ 
ship and by the catena precedents it stands 
established that the prima facie test~ of 
existence of the right in the master to 

supervise and control the work done by 

the servant, (The measure of supervision 
and control apart) not only in the matter 
of directing what work the servant is to do 
but also the manner in which he shall do 
his work. And principle hold the field.’’ 1 

20. Again it is submitted that the Bank had a 
defin'te leeniitmcnt procedure for recruiting the clerk 
and subordinate staff. Such recruitment was being 
done through Banking Setvicc Recruitment Board 
and Employment Exchange respectively. There was 
also an eligibility criteria subject to the reservation 
policy for such a rcciudment. The procedure thus 
prescribed for recruitment according to the Bank 
could not be by-parsed as it would be discriminatory 
in c o far as general public is concerned and it would 
'■Iso be violative of Article 14 and 16 of the Consti¬ 
tution of India. If the entry in the Bank service of 
the petitioner could be taken in this manner the 
general public would be deprived of equal opportu¬ 
nity and such back door entry cannot be permitted 
in any manner to the petitioners, 

21. The next submissions of the bank is that the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 
1970 wa p not at all applicable in the case of the peti- 
tion 'rs because they w r ere themselves independent 
emplovers. The Bank has also denied that tne con¬ 
tract between the Canteen committee and the Peti¬ 
tioner'- was in any manner one sided. The Bank has 
agam denied that- if the infrastructures where were 
provided by the Bank to the canteen it would never 
m«Rr. that the Canteen business was being run by 
the Bank itself and Canteen employees would be 
its employees, 

22. The B">nk has sfrenplv placed reliance on the 
following two authorities of Hoo’ble Supreme Court 
of India Emplovers, Management of Reserve Bank 
of Inch" V', Workmen. Reserve Bank of India 1996 
(73)ELR 965. State Bank of India and others 


Versus State Bank of India Canteen Employees 
Union (Bengal Circle) and others Judgements today 

2000(5) S.C. 63 

23 I proceed to examine. 

24. At the veiv outset 1 will like to say that it is 
now a settled position that in law if there is an obli¬ 
gation on the Bank to piovide a Canteen, then the 
Canteen Employees would be certainly the employees 
of the Bank, and if not the employees working in the 
Canteen may not become part of the establishment. 

25. Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has an occa¬ 
sion to deal with [he similar subject matter as involv¬ 
ed in the present case in the case of the Reserve 
Bank of India Vs. Their workmen 1996(73)FLR 
965 and after discussing an0 accepting the ratio of 
judgement of Hon’ble Supreme Court in another 
case of MM,R. Khan Vs. U.O.I. 1990(61)FLR 
271 (SC) has found the classification of Canteen with 
three following categories. 

(0 Statu*ory Canteens required to be provid¬ 
ed compulsorily in new of Section 46 of 
the Factories Act, 1948. 

(ii) Non statutory Recognised Canteens l.e. 
Canteens established with the prior ap- 

{ iroval and recognition of the Bank Emp- 
oyer. 

(iii) Non statutory non recognised canteens i.e. 
Canteens established without prior approv¬ 
al or recognition 

26. In the said case too Canteen Employees of 
Reserve Bank of India had raised the dispute for the 
grant of their regularisation in service and other ser¬ 
vice benefits equal to the regular staff of the Bank 
treating them also as Banks employees. Reference 
which was made by Government of India for adjudi¬ 
cation of dispute under section 10(1 )(d) read with 
Section 2 A of the Act was as under :— 

“Whether 166 employees engaged in various 
catering establishments of Reserve Bank of 
India at Bombay are the workmen of Re¬ 
serve Bank of India ? If sq, whether their 
demand for regularisation with retrospective 
effect was justified ? If so, the extent of re¬ 
lief payable to these 166 persons may be 
indicated. 

The case was decided in favour of the canteen em¬ 
ployees bv the Tribunal. On appeal before Hon’blc 
Supreme Court the judgement and order of the Tri¬ 
bunal was set aside. 

27. On behalf of the canteen employees pleas taken 
were (i) that Bank was under a statutory obligation 
to provide canteen facilities to the employees and it 
was being done thiough agencies l.e. implementation 
Committee (Canteen Committee, Cooperation Society 
and Contractor instead of the Bank doing its nonby 
employing persons directly (ii) Bank was not em¬ 
powered to shift its responsibility to others because 
the entire economic control was with the Bank and 
thus persons employed in the canteens whether by 
the Implementation Committee or by the Cooperative 
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Societies or by the Contractors should be directed to 
be absorbed with retrospective effect with point to 
point adjustment and the Bank be directed to pay 
difference of wages. 

28. On behalf of the Bank all the above conten¬ 
tions were lefuted and it was pleaded that Bank had 
made available space for running the Canteens on 
lease and licence basis and various facilities were also 
provided to the implementation Committee, Coopera¬ 
tive Society or the Contractor whosoever was running 
the canteen. The Management of the Bank was not 
responsible for the employment of persons m the can¬ 
teen. The Bank was not supervising nor controlling 
the working of the Canteens or the supply of eatables 
to employees. The employees were not under 
obligation to purchase eatables from the canteen. 
There was no relationship of master and servant bet¬ 
ween the Bank and the various persons employed in 
the Canteen. The staff canteen was established only 
as a Welfare measure Bank had no statutory or other 
obligation to run the canteen and if had no direct con¬ 
trol or supervision over the employees engaged in the 
Canteen. Bank had no right to take any disciplinary 
action or to duett any canteen employee to do a 
particular- work. The disciplinary control over the 
persons employed in the canteen did not vest in the 
Bank nor the Bank had any say or control regarding 
the allocation of the work or the way in which work 
was to be carried out by the Canteen Employees. 
Sanctioning of leave, distribution of work Mainte¬ 
nance of the Attendance Register were all done either 
by the implementation Committee or by the Coopera¬ 
tive Society or by the Contractor. Hon’ble Supreme 
Court has 1 ejected the pleas of the Canteen Em¬ 
ployees and giving classification of the categories of 
the Canteens as mentioned above has made observa¬ 
tion, the relevant portion of it is given below ;— 

‘ In the absence of any statutory or other legal 
obligation and in the absence of any right in 
the Bank to superwise and control the work 
or the details thereof in any manner regard- 
ting the canteen workers employed in the 
three types of canteens, it cannot be said 
that the relationship of master and servant 
existed between the Bank and the various 
persons employed in three types of Canteens. 
166 persons mentioned in the list attached 
to the reference are not workmen of the Re¬ 
serve Bank of India and that they are not 
comparable to employees employed in the 
Officers Lounge. Therefore the demand for 
rcgularisation is unsustainable and they are 
not entitle to any relief he hold that the 
award passed by the Tribunal is factually 
and legally unsustainable." 

29. Again on the identical and similar dispute 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has dealt with the 
issue in the case of State Bank of India and others 
Vs. State Bank ot India Canteen Employees Union 
(Bengal Circle) and others J.T. 2000(5) S.C. 63 
and has approved the ratio of the case of the Reserve 
Bank of India Vs. Their workmen (Supra) In this 
case the pleas of both the parties were same as that 
of the case of the Reserve Bank of India Vs. Their 
Workmen (sapra). 


30. The point of dispute that Canteen Employees 
were the Bank’s employees and were entitle for the 
benefits of their absorption and other service benefits 
equal to regular employees of the Bank Hon’bfe Sup¬ 
reme Court has again elaborately dealt with Hon’ble 
Supreme Court took into consideration the conten¬ 
tions of the Canteen Employees that as per terms of 
the Sastry Award 1953 and also as per provisions of 
Hand Book on staff welfare Activities the Bank was 
under obligation to provide canteen facilities to Its 
staff and canteen workers were thus actually the Bank 
employees, and has repelled the aforesaid contentions 
of canteen employees. In this respect Hon’ble Sup¬ 
reme Court has held “that neither the terms of Sastry 
Award nor the Hand Book Cast any obligation, statu¬ 
tory and contractual that staff working in canteen 
would be employees of Bank as Bank is not obliged 
to provide canteen facilities to its staff’’. Specific 
observation made in this connection by the Hon’bk 
Supreme Court is as follows :— 

“There is no obligation statutory or otherwise to 
run the canteens by the. Bank. The scheme 
as stated above only provides for grant of 
subsidy for permitting running of canteen 
and if some more cost is incurred m running 
the canteen, the members of the staff work¬ 
ing in that particular branch are required to 
bear it. The bank is not employing the can¬ 
teen workers. The Bank is not supervising 
or Controlling the work or the details regard¬ 
ing the canteen or its employees appointed 
by Local Implementation Committee. Bank 
is not taking any disciplinary action or 
directing any canteen employee to do a parti¬ 
cular work or for that purpose no scheme 
is laid down by the Bank. Not only this, 
the other most important aspect is ‘The re¬ 
cruitment” by the Bank is to be made as 
per die statutory rules framed by it after 
giving proper advertisement, test or inter¬ 
view. As against this, for appointing a 
canteen employee there are no rules framed 
by the Bank- The canteen run by Local 
Implementation Committee in a branch hav¬ 
ing less than 100 employees are non statu¬ 
tory non recognised canteens because 
admittedly there is neither statutory provi¬ 
sion nor any obligation arising out of award 
or contract between the employees of the 
Bank In running such canteen. The status 
of canteens fun by the Local Implementa¬ 
tion Committee would be non-statutory 
non-Fecogniscd canteen. The employees of 
such canteens were not under the control of 
the Bank and their appointments arc not 
governed by any rules framed by State Bank 
of India ” 

31. The facts of the present as mentioned above 1 
find are more or less similar to the facts of both the 
aforesaid authorities and thus both the said authori¬ 
ties in my view are well applicable in the case and it 
can serve as sole basis for the decision of this case. 
The case of Panina] Chandra' Raha Vs. L.I.C. of 
India 1995 (II) LLJ 339 (SC) cited on behalf of 
the petitioners in support of their contentions that in 
the facts alleged by rnetn the BafiJ; if pot expressly 
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than impliedly was under an obligation to provide 
canteen facility to the employees as part of the ser¬ 
vice condition, since has been considered and dis¬ 
cussed in both the aforesaid authorities relied upon 
by the flank and mentioned above and has not been 
accepted I respectfully say that it has no bearing in 
the case and cannot be accepted. The petitioners I 
find has miserably failed to establish their case that 
Bank was under an obligation statutory or otherwise 
to provide Canteen facility to its staff and they were 
actually the Bank’s Employee and were entitle to get 
all the service benefits of absorption in service em. 
similar to the lcgular Bank employee. 

32. Undispiltedly there is nothing to show on 
behalf of the petitioners that there was statutory obli¬ 
gation on the Bank for providing canteen facility to 
is staff. Whether the Bank had recognised for provid¬ 
ing canteen facility to its staff the petitioners have no 
where alleged that there was any settlement arrived at 
by the Bank by means of apy bipartite settlement with 
its staff or by any award etc. there was any binding 
effect on the Bank for providing canteen facility. 
There is no such case of the petitioners as taken by 
the canteen employees in the case of State Bank of 
India and other Vs. State Bank of India Canteen em¬ 
ployees Union (Bengal Circle) and others Supra. 
That the Bank Was bound to provide canteen facility 
to it* staff on the terms of Sastry Award 1953 or the 
book of on Staff Welfare Activities an obligation was 
cast upon the Bank to provide canteen facility. 

33. The basis of the petitioners claim as per their 
allegation only is that it was the boundent duty of the 
Bank to provide canteen facility to its officers and 
staff just to improve their efficiency and output and 
with this view Bank had provided Canteen facility to 
it* siaff by means of circular letter No. 23)83 dated 
17-3-83. Secondly that in view of the term of the 
said circular the functioning of the canteen was under 
the supervision and direct control of the Management 
through a Committee consitutcd at each branch office 
of the Bank consisting of the officers of the Bank 
viz(a) Inchnrgc of the branch office (ii) Second Man 
(Officer) of the Branch and senior most full time 
confirmed staff. Ihirdly that in pursuance of the 
said scheme for providing canteen, the Bank, had 
appointed workmen called as Canteen Inchaigc to 
run the .Canteen with appropriate number of emplo¬ 
yees and thus the petitioners who were employed by 
the ■ Bank were the workmen within the meaning of 
Section 2(S) of the Act according to which any per¬ 
son including an apprentice employed in an industry 
to do any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical opera¬ 
tional work for hire oi reward, whether the terms of 
employment is express or implied is covered under 
the definition of workman, Fourthly that the subsidy 
passed to the canteen employees by the Bank was in 
fact wage within the meaning of section 2(rr) of the 
Act. None of these factors after having carefully exa¬ 
mining the facts and circumstances I find is satisfacto¬ 
ry and sustainable. These factors have to be establish¬ 
ed as a fact by the petitioners by cogent and reliable 
evidence. Mere allegations made. in claim petition 
without is proof in my view cannot be accepted, parti¬ 
cularly when on behalf „of the Bank aft these, facts 
are specifically denied. The peitioners I find has mise¬ 
rably failed tp establish it by any rpgent proof that 


the Bank was under any obligation statutory or other¬ 
wise to provide facility of Canteen to its officers and 
staff. As per assertions of the petitioners if the can¬ 
teen facility was provided by the Bank under the 
Scheme formulated though its circular No. 23/83 
dated 17-3-83 and the canteen was being supervised 
by the implementation Committee having been cons¬ 
tituted by the Bank alone in my view cannot be a 
sufficient ground to hold that the Canteen facility so 
provided was actually recognised by the Bank. On 
behalf of the petitioner only an affidavit of Shri 
Montoo Sarkar has been filed in evidence. In the 
affidavit Ex. WW 1/1 of Shri Montoo Sarkar no such 
fact is disclosed by which it can be ascertained that 
Bank had at any point of time had recognised for 
providing canteen facility to its staff. Even if the fac¬ 
tor of providing infrastructural amenities by the Bank 
to the Canteen is taken into consideration it will 
alone no! be a valid proof to find out the canteen was 
recognised by the Bank. 

34. The petitioners have also failed to establish that 
they were the Bank’s Employees and there existed any 
master and servant relationship between them. In his 
cross-examination Shri Montoo Sarkar has admitted 
that neither any appointment letter was given by the 
Bank nor there was any written document to show 
that the petitioners were appointed by the Bank. He 
has also admitted that no payment to the petitioners 
was made by the Bank for the overtime or for any 
leave. He has again admitted that neiher any charge 
sheet was served nor any disciplinary action was taken 
by the Bank against any of the petitioners. These re¬ 
plies of Shri Montoo Sarkar itself goes against the 
petitioners case. 

35. further the point of payment of the wages in 
the shape oi subsidy as contended by the petitioners 
for treating Ihem Bank’s employee I find myself not 
in :igrecment with the petitioner’s contention. Subsidy 
in in i view in the circumstances of the case can never 
be icrmed as wage as defined in Section 2(rr) of the 
Act. Hie dictionary meaning of subsidy is “giving 
pecuniary help”. According to Section 2(rr)(b) of 
the Act any contribution paid or payable by the emp¬ 
loye] for the benefit of the workman under any law 
lor the time being in force is excluded from the defini¬ 
tion of the wages. On this ground alone the petitioners’ 
c mtentiou cannot be accepted. However, in both the 
said authorities of Reserve Bank of India Vs. Work¬ 
men of Reserve Bank of India (Supra) and State 
Bank of India and others Vs. State Bank of India 
Canteen Employees Union (Bengal Circle) and others 
(Supra) cited on behalf of the Bank these aspects 
of payments of subsidy and management of the Can¬ 
teen through Local Implementation Committee have 
been dealt with and these were not accepted as the 
basis to show that functioning of the canteen was 
cither recognised by the Bank or the Canteen emp¬ 
loyees could 1 -be considered to be Bank’s employees. 
As found above 1 both these authorities, arc well applic¬ 
able id the case. Hence on. its strength the petitioners 
con tuitions cannot be accepted. 

36, On the other hand the Bank I find has become 
successful in establishing its case. At the first instance 
there is total denial of petitioners case bv the Bank 
The Bank has denied that petitioners were its emp- 
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Joyces and relationship of master and servant ever 
existed between them. The Bank’s case specifically is 
Uiat the petitioners were themselves either contractors 
or theh employees and had an independent status. 
None ol them was appointed on the rolls of the Bank 
by the Bank and they had never undergone any selec¬ 
tion/recruitment procedure prevailing in the Bank. 
Further Bank had no authority to take any discipli¬ 
nary action against canteen employees. It can not 
direct the Canteen Employees for doing a particular 
work. Ihe Bank had no say or control regarding the 
allocation of the work or the way in which the work 
should be carried out by the canteen employees. 

37. The Bank’s case also is that no statutory or 
other obligation was cast upon the Bank for providing 
the Canteen to its officers or staff. No trade or busi- 
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ness was ever carried out in the canteen by the Bank. 
The Bank had no supervision or control over the 
working of the Canteen on tne supply of eatables. The 
Bank’s care again is that the amenities provided by 
the Bank to the Canteen were only by way of Welfare 
Measure. The Bank has asserted that some of the 
Canteen Employees, namely Sarvashrce Sham Lai, 
Ram Pal Sharma and Subhash Chandra Sun and 
others had taken loans from the Bank under self emp¬ 
loyment scheme for urban poor. 


S.O. 1117.'—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government In¬ 
dustrial Tribunal (Labour Court, Bangalore, a* shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Central Silk Board and tneir 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-4-2001. 

[No. L-42012| 188|94-IR(DU) J 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 


38. These facts I find have well been supported 
by the evidence of Smt. Ras hmi Khanna, Personal 
Officer of the Bank MW1 and Shri V. K. Mehrotra, 
Manager of the Bank’s branch of Nizamuddin, New 
Delhi, MW2. Both of them have filed their affidavits 
marked Exs. MW 1/1 and MW 2/1 respectively. 
Every detail of the Bank's case has been dealt within 
their affidavit. Shri V. K. Mehrotra has also filed the 
photo copies of documents relating to the grant of 
loans to Canteen employees as stated above. These 
documents have been marked as annexures R-l to 
R-9. 

39. In the cross-examination of both these witnesses 
I find the petitioners have not been able to elicit any¬ 
thing in their favour. I do not find any reason to 
disbelieve these witness of the Bank, The evidence 
of both these witnesses of the Bank is held trustworthy 
and reliable. 

40. In view of the facts, I find and hold that peti¬ 
tioners have failed to establish that canteen was in 
any manner a part of the establishment of the Bank 
and they being canteen employees were actually the 
Bank’s employees. These petitioners are held as in¬ 
dependent canteen employees. It is also held that the 
petitioners are not entitled for any of the service bene¬ 
fits of legnlarisation/absorption etc. similar to the 
Bank’s regular employees. The point framed for con¬ 
sideration and adjudication is decided against the peti¬ 
tioners. 

41. The terms of reference is answered in the like 
manner and award in the case is given accordingly. 

9-4-2001, 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRJBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated : 24th April, 2001 

PRESENT : 

Hon’ble Shri V. N. Kulkarni, B.Com. LL.B. 

C. R. No. 82)97 

I PARTY 

A Mallesha 
S|o Annayapp*. 

Asstt. Technician, 

Central Silk Board, 

M.G. Road, 

Kadirenahaili, 

Banashankari n Stage, 

Bangalore-560070 

IT PARTY 

The Management of Central 
Silk Board, 

(Ministry of Textiles 
Govt, of India) 

P.R. No. 5317, United Mansions, 

2nd Floor, 39, .M.G. Road, 

Bangalprc-560001, 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers con¬ 
ferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2A 
of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-42012|188|94-IR(DU) 
dated 30-10-95 for adjudication on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the punishment of dismissal from service 
w.e.f, 5-1-1993 imposed on Shri Mallesha by the 
Central Silk Board is justified 7 If not what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. The first party joined the service of the Second party 
w.e.f. 13-12-1982. He was promoted as Assistant Technician 
hi the year 1988 Charge Sheet was issued for unauthorised 
absence from 22-1-1992 to till the date of issue of articles 


K. S. SRIVASTAV, Presiding Officer 
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of charge viz. 8-7-1992. His explanation was not proper and 
enquiry was held and on the basts of inquiry report the first 
party was dismissed from service, 

3. Parties appeared and filed Claim Statement and Coun¬ 
ter respectively. 

4. The - case of the first party is that the charge is not 
correct In para 3 of the Claim Statemetn it is stated that the 
Enquiry is conducted and the enquiry is in total contraven¬ 
tion of the rule. The absence was due to prolonged illhess 
and the charges are not proved, the enquiry is not fair. In 
para 4 of the Claim Statement it is stated that the first 
party was not well. The punishment is not prefer. There 
is unfair labour practice. First party for these reasons has 
prayed to pass award in his favour, 

5. The case of the second parly is that the first party wr' 
a chronic absentee and he remained unauthorisedly absent 
for a long period as stated in para 2 of the counter. Regard¬ 
ing enquiry It is stated that the same is fair and valid. Full 
opportunity was given to tlie first party. It is also said that 
tire ‘filflt party admitted his guilt. The finding of the enquiry 
officer Is correct and there Is no perversity In It. There is 
considerable delay fn raising the dispute as stated in para 5 
of the counter. In view of the admission on the part of the 
first party, the charge is proved. Second party for these 
reasons has prayed to reject the reference. 

6. It is seen from the record that my learned predecessor 
answered the preliminary issue in the affirmative on 30th 
August 1999. It is held that the domestic enquiry is proper 
and valid. I have pet used all the documents and the mate¬ 
rial of the enquiry proceeding and I am of the opinion that 
there is no perversity in the finding given by the Enquiry 
Officer. The explanation given by the first narty for his 
Jong unauthorised absence is not correct. Previously punish¬ 
ment were awarded and he was warned but first party did 
not improve himself. It is seen that during the enquiry, first 
party had admitted the guilt. The first party has not esta¬ 
blished that there is perversity in the finding given by the 
enquiry officer. He has also not established that there is vicli- 
misation. Talking all this into consideration and the cross 
examination that if is true that he informed the enquiry 
officer that he remained absent hut it was due to illness, 
would go to show that unauthorised absence is proved. The 
first party has not established that the absence Was bevond 
his control. Taldna all this into consideration on merits it 
is clear that there Is no urrversity in the finding given bv 
the enquiry officer nnd there is no victimisation and mis¬ 
conduct is proved. 


^ fclFSft, 1 2001 

ffii,*rr. 111s:—ifartfw ftnrrc 1947 

(1947 %7 14) fi?Y tmrr 17% £r, 

^ farcin* % nwcrer 

% EfifiT fwEsTt xfrf WITiXt rfr #4, WffEr 

it fafae sftefrfrfi: mm *r forto sfaftfro 

sTisepot, % q'Ti? fifr wrftRT % art fofor 
STfirTT 1-5-2001 fin RFfT gWT iff I 

[tf.^~4001 l/8/2000—We. (#l)] 
fiwfitfi TUT «fWlfl 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1118.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government In¬ 
dustrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Chennai, as shown in the 
Anncxure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Supdt. of Post Offices and 
their workman, which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on 1-3-2001. 

i'No. L-4001118|20OO-IR (DU) ] 
KULDIP RA1 VERM A, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 
Monday, the 9th April, 2001 

PRESENT : 

K. Karthikeyan, Presiding Officer. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. : 5912000 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under section 
10(l)(d) and sub-section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, between the Petitioner Sri M. Rajcndran and the 
Management, the Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayiladu- 
thurai Division, Mayiladuthuraj.) 


BETWEEN 

Shri M. Rnjendran, Nagapattjnam. : Petitioner I Party. 


7. It was vehemently argued by the learned counsel for 
the first party that the misconduct is only about the un¬ 
authorised abrence nnd the first party has given explanation 
for his unauthorised absence but the management has not 
cons : dered. It was further argued that for this misconduct, 
the order of dismissal Is definitely not proportionate and 
the same is harsh, I have considered all the nsnects in detrd 
Jt was further argued by the learned counsel for the first 
party that this is a fit case to consider the submission mad ■ 
by the first party under Section 11A and imposed propor¬ 
tionate punishment. 

8. In mv humble opinion the misconduct alleged and prov¬ 
ed does not warrant dismissal of the first party and the 
ends of justice will meet |f the first party is directed f o be 
re-instated without a n v back wages, and accordingly T pro¬ 
ceed to pdss® the following ofder. 

ORDER 

The reference is partly allowed. The order of dismissal 
is set aside and the second party is directed to reinstate the 
first party for the post which he was working before the 
dismissal without any back wages. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, corrected and signed 
bv me pn 24th April, 2001). 

V, N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 


24-4-2001. 


AND 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Mayiladuthurai Division, 

Mayiladuthurai. : Management|II Party. 


APPEARANCE : 

For the Petitioner : M|s. Jothivani and R. Balaguru- 
swamy. Advocates. 

For the Management : Sri K. M. Venugopal, Addl. 
Central Govt. Standing Counsel. 

REFERENCE: 

Order No. L-40011|8|2000|IR(DU) dated 30-6-2000, OOvt. 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. 


This dispute on coming up before me for final hearing on 
-3-2001, upon perusing the reference. Claim Statement, 
rnnter Statement, documentary evidence let m on either 
u a nd other material papers on record and upon heanng 
. arguments of learned counsel for the Petitioner M|s. 
thivnni Advocates and learned counsel for the Manage- 
;nt Sti K. M. Venugopal, Additional Central Oovt Stand- 
1 Counsel and this dispute having stood over till this date 
• x_^_Teitviinn 1 thf*: fnllOWmfl 


award 


Thi! reference by the Central Government in exerds* rf 
he- powers conferred by clauie (d) of sub-section (1) and 
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•ub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 in respect of dispute between Sri M. Rajendran, Peti¬ 
tioner and the Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai 
Division, Mayiladuthurai, Management, mentioned us 
Schedule appended to the order or reference. 

The Schedule reads as follows :— 

“Whether the action of the management of Superinten¬ 
dent of .Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai Division, 
Mayiladuthurai in removing Shri M. Rajendran, 
S|o, Sri Maruthan from the post of EDDA. Thiru- 
vidaikalai B.O. is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled?’’ 

This order of reference was first made to the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Banga¬ 
lore, as an industrial dispute for adjudication. Subsequently, 
by an order dated 30-8-2000, this case was transferred from 
the file of . the CGI T-Cum-Labour Court, Bangalore, to the 
file of this Tribunal. On receipt of this reference on transfer 
from the CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, Bangalore on 12-9-2000, 
this case has been taken on file of this Tribunal as Industrial 
Dispute No. 59|2000. Notices were sent to both the parties 
by Registered Post with acknowledgement card, with a 
direction to appear before this Tribunal on 23-9-2000. Both 
the parties appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective Claim Statement and Counter Statement with 
documents. When the matter was taken up for enquiry on 
14-12-2000, by the consent of counsel on either side. Ex. 
W1 to W4 were marked and on the subsequent hearing on 
1M-20O1, by the consent of counsel on either side some 
more documents were marked as Ex. W5 to W10 and Ml 
to M17. Then on next hearing few more documents were 
marked by the consent of either side, on the sid- of II Partyl 
Management as Ex. M18 to M32 and after the counsel on 
either side represented that they have no more documents 
and the evidences were closed and the case was posted for 
arguments of counsel on either side on 7-2-2001. The 
counsel on either side argued their respective cases on diffe¬ 
rent dates and thev have concluded their arguments on 
28-3-2001 and from that date it is posted for orders to this 
date. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement of the I Party! 
Workman are briefly as follows:—■ 

The I Party/Worltman Mr. M. Rajendran (hereinafter 
referred to as Petitioner) was appointed as, Extra-departmen¬ 
tal Delivery Agent/Mail Carrier *t Tiruvidaikazhl B.O. on 
18-2-1980 by the Assistant Superintendent of Post Office*, 
Mayiladuthurai North Division, Mayiladuthurai. The Peti¬ 
tioner was placed under put off duty with effect from 
17-11-1995. The Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayiladu¬ 
thurai (hereinafter referred to as Respondent) appointed 
the Sub-Divisional Inspector (Postal), Mayiladuthurai South 
snb-divisien, Mayiladuthurai as ad-hoc Disciplinary Autho¬ 
rity, who in turn issued a memo of charges dated 8-3-1996. 
He appointed the Sub-divisiortal Inspector, Sirkali Sub-division 
as Enquiry Officer and the Inspector of Post Offices, Mayila- 
duthurai as Presenting Officer to enquire into the charges. 
The ad-hoc Disciplinary Authority i.e, Sub-Divisional Ins¬ 
pector (Postal), Mayiladuthurai South Sub-division and the 
Enquiry Officer, Sub-Divisional Inspector (Postal) Sirkali 
Sub-Division and the Presenting Officer, the Inspector of 
Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai are serving under the Respon¬ 
dent and the Respondent is the Head of the Division. Two 
articles of charges wore mentioned in the 'charge memo 
issued to the Petitioner. In support of the charges, the 
Disciplinary Authority has Cited 14 witnesses and 24 docu¬ 
ments to prove the charges levelled auainst th" Petitioner. 
The appointed Enquiry Officer, Sub-Divisional Inspector 
(Postal) S’rkejl Rub-Dlvtsion has conducted several sittings 
and conducted the proceedings disregarding the rules on the 
sutpcjct and finally submitted hra perverse report. Based on 
the findings of the .investigating Officer the Respondent with¬ 
out application of mind imposed the punishment of removal 
from s»rvic“ sod terminated his appointment Anprfeved bv 
the action of the Respondent, the Petitioner filing this petition 
for redr*ssal of his grievances. The educational qualificrtion 
proscribed for the FDD4’- is onTy VTTF Standard T'^ r .. Inst¬ 
ructions were already issued bv the Department of ports that 
fdl the communications to the R.D. Agents should he j n 

regional laonnao-. i o. known to die Prtlt|oocf- 

d’ * issued a charge memo ; n Dogfish language, which the 

Pc‘it ; oner docs pot know, Thus, the Petitioner' has beep 


denjed an opportunity to know the charges levelled against 
him beyond ooubt and thus deprived- him an adequate oppor¬ 
tunity to submit his defence and this i s violation of principles 
of natural .justice. In Annexure Ill of the Chargesheet 24 
documents have been cued to prove the charges levelled" 
against the Petitioner. Most of the documents have been 
obtained by the investigating Officer behild the back, of the 
petitioner. 1 ho ad-hoc Disciplinary Authority has not Sent 
the copies of those documents along with the chargesheet 
to the Petitioner. The Petitions* explanation was called for 
within ten days of the receipt of the charge sheet. The non- 
furnishing ot the documents along with the charge sheet 
deprived the opportunity td meet the charges levelled against 
him effectively and thereby a reasonable opportunity for 
defending his case has been denied which is a Violation of 
principles of natural justice. As per the decision talien by 
the Ministry of Home Affairs, the evidence of witness pro¬ 
posed to be used against a Government servant in a depart¬ 
mental proceedings should be recorded in his presence. But 
the statements recorded behind the back of the Petitioner 
have been used in the enquiry by the Management, though 
objected by the defence itself during the enquiry. Those 
witnesses have not been produced for cross-examination by 
the Petitioner during the enquiry and that dehied the Peti¬ 
tioner a reasonable opportunity in defending his case. The 
denial of reasonable opportunity is a violation of principles 
of natural justice and it vitiated the whole proceedings. 
Though all the listed documents in Annexure III of the 
chargesheet were taken on record bv the Enquiry Officer, the 
compliant dated 10-11-199J of Sri R. Venkatesan and State¬ 
ments given by S/Srl K. Keerthlvasan, T. Rengaiyan, T. 
Ganeson and R. Uurumurthy those witnesses have pot been 
examined in the enquiry. So the Petitioner could not cross 
examine them in respect of their statements. Hence, those 
documents have no evidentiary value and are not admissible 
in evidence, yet the Enquiry Officer took them on record and 
based his findings ’On those materials and this i 9 in viola¬ 
tion of principles of natural justice. The documents marked 
on 1 the side of the Management as SB 8, 16 and 18 were in 
the custody of branch Post Master. Tiruvidaikazhi B.O. that 
he has not been examined with regard to the conlents of 
those documents before the Enquiry Officer. The investigat¬ 
ing authority Shri R. Swaminathan, Assistant Superintendent 
of Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai North Sub-Division has 
spoken about those documents and they were relied upon by 
the Enquiry Officer for his conclusion. The non-examination 
of the branch Post Master, being the custodian of those 
documents has not deposed about the contents thereon, i s pre¬ 
judicial to the Petitioner in defending the case. Since the 
Petitioner hoc been denied a reasonable opportunity to cross 
examine that branch Post Master it amounts to r. violation 
of principles of natural justice. The records noted bears 
corrections in the noted Money Ordeis in qtrtriirn and the 
returned Money Orders and cash by the Petitioner was cut 
down and there is manipulation of figure* and numbers etc. 
which are maintained by the Branch Post Master B.O. Tiru- 
vidaikdzhi leading to suspected ends. This was pointed out 
by the defence during the cross examination and the investi¬ 
gating authority replied that there needs no enquiry on the 
Brahch Post Master! The Petitioner having no access of the 
said records and the failure of examining the Custodian of 
those records of Branch Post Master Tiruvidaikazhi, 
amounts to denial of opportunity k> cross examine the Branch 
Post Master by the defence, binder such circumstances, the 
Enquiry Officer relying upon those documents to give fihdings 
on the basis of those documents ignoring the objection of the 
defence caused prejudice to the Petitioner and the denial of 
reasonable opportunity for the Petitioner to prove his inno¬ 
cence and to unearth the truth! This amounts to violation of 
principles of natural justice.'Though 14 witnesses have been 
cited for'the Management to ptove the charaes levelled 
against this Petitioner, only 2 of them have been examined. 
One >'s Sri R Swamlnhthan, Asst. Superintendent of Post 
Offices, Mayiladuthurai North Sub-division, Investigating 
Officer and the other one Sri T. R Muthiyun, Andoor, payee 
of the M.O. The other witnesses were not produced bv the 
Presenting Officer for the cross examination by the Petitioner 
and therebv the Petitioner was denied reasonable opportu¬ 
nity to defend his case. Tt also amounts to violation of 
principles of natural fustier. The preliminary enquiry report 
is connected with the charset framed against the Peti¬ 
tioner was refused to th* Petitioner to cross examine the wit¬ 
nesses on the ground that it shall previlige document*. 
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Though the other witness Sri T. R. Muthiyan had deposed 
before the Enquiry Officer had refused to sign hi« deposition 
and thereby claims to authenticate his own version. Hi* 
vehement opposition to sign the deposition has not been 
considered by the Enquiry Officer. The witness Shri R. Swa- 
minathan is an interested witness for the Respondent. This 
is a case of no evidence. The payees denied their signature 
available in the Money Orders paid under voucher under 
dispute. The Petitioner h§s denied all the allegations con¬ 
tained in the charge sheet. The prosecution ought to have 
sought the opinion of the expert of the disputed documents 
and the best evidence has not been produced. So the Disci¬ 
plinary Authority has failed to establish the charges as true 
and hence the punishment awarded is unjust. At the time of 
termination of service, he was drawing Rs. 420 plus D.A. 
as pay and allowances. He was issued with a memo of 
charges alleging the misconduct which has not been proved 
beond doubt by unimpeachable evidence. Since the ad-hoc 
Disciplinary Authority Enquiry Officer and (he Presenting 
Officer were serving under the Respondent, conduct of the 
enquiry is not a free and fair one. The appointing authority 
for the applicant is the Assistant Superintendent of Post 
Offices and the Ad-hoc Disciplinary Authority Sub-Divisional 
Inspector (Postal) Sirkali Sub-division is the authority lower 
in rank of the appointing authority and as such the authority 
which is lower rank is not having jurisdiction to issue an 
order of removal from service. The statement of admission 
from the Petitioner was obtained by the investigating Officer 
only by coercion and undue influence and they should not 
be relied upon. Hence, this Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased 
to pass an award setting aside the order of removal from 
service Imposed on the Petitioner by the Sub-Divisional Ins¬ 
pector (Postal) Mayiladuthurai South Sub-Division, Mayila¬ 
duthurai as Ad-hoc Disciplinary Authority and direct the 
Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner in service with all con- 
committant services and monetary benefits. 

4. The averments in the Counter Statement of the It 
Pftrty|Management are briefly a» follows :— 

The Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, Maylladu- 
thurai North Sub Division, Mayiladuthurai is the appointing 
authority of the Petitioner. He made the preliminary enquiry 
of the case, so he became the material witness of the case. 
Hence, the Sub-Divisional Inspector, Mayiladuthurai South 
Sub-Division Mayiladuthurai was appointed as Ad-hoc Disci¬ 
plinary Authority of this case by the Post Master General, 
Central Region, Tamil Nadu, Trichy. The said Ad-hoc Disci¬ 
plinary Authority Issued a charge memo dated 8-3-96 under 
Role 8 of Posts and Tclegrephs, Extra Departmental (C AS) 
Rules, 1964. On the basis of the admission given by the Peti¬ 
tioner before 'he appointing authority, the Asst. Superin¬ 
tendent of Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai, the Ad-hOc Disci¬ 
plinary Authority ha* issued a charge memo, It is denied 
that the Petitioner has denied the charges levelled against 
him. In fact so far as the Petitioner is concerned, he mis- 
anmonrinted the Money Order amount of Rs, 450 of M.O. 
No. 4426 dated 17-5-1995 of Hosur to be payable to Mr. 
T. R. Muthian, Andoor, Tiruvidaikazhi, One complainant 
Sri M. Venkatesan, S|o. T. R. Muthian lodged a complaint 
before the Respondent for non-receipt of the said Money 
Oder money by hfs father i.e. Sri T. R. Muthian. Based on 
that complaint, the Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, 
who is the appointing authority made enquiries with the Peti¬ 
tioner on 17-11-1995 and 7-2-96. During the course of the 
enquiry, the Petitioner himself admitted the same by stating 
that he misappropriated the said Monev Order amount of 
Rs. 450 and forged the signature of Sri T. R. Muthian. That 
apart the petitioner himself produced the said statement in 
his handwriting on 17-11-95 and 17-2-96. The above state¬ 
ment was signed by the Petitioner himself. As per the second 
charpe the Petitioner has not entrusted Money Order No. 1137 
dated 3-11-95 of Thirumangalam for Rs. 450 payable to Sri 
T. Ranaain, Valayacbolan. Tiruvidaikazhi. The Petitioner 
voluntarily admitted on 17-11-95 and 8-12-95 and reduced 
it in writing by his own hand stating that he himself mis- 
arm-onriated the amount of Monev Order No, 1137 dt. 3-11-95 
of Thirumangalam P.O. payable to Sri T. Rangaiyan. He 
also admitted that he forged the signature of Sri FannAyan 
« if he received the Monev Order money. He signed all 
the written statements himself on the same dav. The allegntioe 
that the appointed enquiry authority has conducted several 


sittings and conducted the proceedings disregarding the rules 
and made perverse report is denied. No reason is stated in 
the Claim Statement to state that the report of the appointed 
enquiry authority is perverse. There is no grievance on the 
part of the Petitioner, on the other hand, it is the grievance 
on the part of the department. The enquiry officer conducted 
an enquiry in an unbiased manner as per the rules and 
procedure before submitting his report to the Adhoc Disci¬ 
plinary Authority, i.e. the Sub-divisional Inspector (Postal) 
Mayiladuthurai South Sub-division. Mayiladuthurai, The Peti¬ 
tioner had ample opportunities to put forth his arguments 
beforo the Enquiry Officer and he has alao given sufficient 
opportunity to prove his innocence and the same was not 
at all denied In the Claim Petition. The charges framed against 
the Petitioner were proved beyond doubt by the oral and 
documentary evidences. The Petitioner was removed from 
service by the Ad-hoc Disciplinary Authority and not by the 
Respondent who is the Appellate Authority. The Petitioner 
has right to prefer an appeal against the order of the Ad-hoc 
Disciplinary Authority as per Rule 10 of P AT EDA (C&S) 
Rules, 1964. The claim petition without exhausting the appeal 
to the authority is not maintainable. The alternate remedy 
for the Petitioner is only to approach before the Central 
Administrative Tribunal. Therefore, this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to decide the dispute. Since the charges were 
proved beyond doubt the punishment imposed on the Peti¬ 
tioner is commensurate with the offence committed by the 
Petitioner, which tornished the imago of the bank before the 
eyes of the common public. The contents of the charge sheet 
issued to the Petitioner was explained to him in regional 
language i.e. in Tamil on 24-8 1996 during the first sitting 
of the enquiry and the Petitioner signed days proceedings an 
if he understood the contents of the charge sheet. He also 
allowed to include the defence assistant at the cost of the 
department to defend his case. The enquiry was conducted 
with fair and without any bias after giving more sufficient 
opportunities to defend the Petitioner. The Petitioner’s defence 
assistant is a graduate and was put in 17 years of service 
in the Respondent Department. There is no specific provision 
to furnish the charge sheet in teglonal language only. The 
Petitioner has filed his Claim Statement before this Tribunal 
only in English. So there is no question of violation of 
principles of natural justice, either in conducting enquiry ol 
in imposing punishment. The delinquent need not be shown 
the relevant documents at the stage of preliminary enquiry 
itself. However, the Petitioner was subsequently supplied with 
all the relevant copies of documents listed in Anriexure IT1 
to charge sheet during the enquiiy held on 26-12-96 and all 
the 24 original documents were perused bv the Petitioner 
and the defence assistant and hence the allegation of not 
supplying of documents become^ futile. Tho statement obtained 
from the payee of the Money Order about the non-receipt 
of money was also shown to the Petitioner, Therefore, it is 
not necessary to obtain such statement in the presence of 
the Petitioner. The Officer who made preliminary enquiry 
was properly examined on 3-7-97 with the relevant docu- 
mnts based cm which the charges wdre proved and the said 
officer was also cross examined by the defence side and no 
controversial facts arrived during the cross examination. There¬ 
fore, the non-production of witnesses for cross examination 
will not wipe out the charges levelled against the Petitioner 
All the documents pertaining to the charges were identified 
and filed as pro*-cution documents during the enquiry. The 
Petitioner end hi" defence Assistant did not raise any objection 
about their flllne of prosecution documents. The Petitioner 
himself admitted the commission of fraud even at the time 
of preliminary enquiry itself. The Petitioner or his defence 
assistant did not at all raise any objection about filing of 
relevant documents in connection with the fraud and forgery, 
as such there is no denial of reasonable opportunity and 
violation of principles of natural justice. Shri R. Venkatesan, 
who gave complaint dated 10-11-95 and remitted the amount 
for the Money Order to Sri T. R. Muthaiyan was not examin¬ 
ed, in view of the admission by the Petitioner himself in hi* 
own voluntary written statement. Since the complainant was 
residing at Ho-mr, it was not possible for him to travel all 
along from Hosnr to TlruvidalknU to give evidence as witness, 
The cited witness Sri K. Keerthfvasan was not examined a* 
a departmental person, since he is dead. The witness Sri T. 
Ganesh residing at Valavacholan could not come and give 
hi" evidence due to his personal inconvenience. Though the 
makers of these documents could not attend the enquiry, 
the same were identified prosecution documents dicing the 
enquiry on 3-7-97 by the Assistant Superintendent of Post 
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Offices. The defence assistant to the Petitioner utilised the 
opportunity and cross examined the Assistant Superintendent 
of Post Offices, as such there is no question of denial of 
reasonable opportunity and violation of principles of natural 
justice. The Petitioner having known well the contents ol 
those documents, it is not necessary to examine the Branch 
Post Master, Tiruvidaikazhi BO, Custodian of documents 
The investigating officer, who seized all the records from 
the Branch Postmaster became the Custodian of these records, 
hence they were filed as prosecution documents through the 
Assistant Superintendent of Post . Offices, Mayiladuthurai 
Noith Sub Division. Except the entries in BO journal on 
19-05-199$, no other related documents filed as prosecution 
documents bear corrections, as such there is no question of 
manipulation of figures, numbers, amount of cash received 
by the Petitioner on 19-5-1995 towards M.O. No. 4426 dt. 
17-5-95 of Hosur for Rs. 450 payable to Sri T. R. Muthian, 
Andoor, Tiruvidaikazhi, The amount was taken by the Peti¬ 
tioner for his personal use and the Petitioner has admitted 
this fact during the investigation and cioss examination of 
Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai, The 
defence assistant admitting the proceedings of the enquiry 
signed the proceedings with no hesitation, as such there is no 
question of ignoring the objection of the defence by the 
Enquiry Officer and denial of reasonable opportunity. Though 
all prosecution witnesses were not produced during the 
enquiry, the Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices Mayi- 
laduthurai North Sub-Division, who made the enquiries with 
those witnesses have given evidence ahout the statements as 
prosecution witness and the defence assistant had also cross 
examined him. The preliminary investigation report of Assist¬ 
ant Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayiladuthurai North Sub- 
Division was not supplied to the Petitioner, as it was nowhere 
used in the charge sheet issued against him. It cannot be 
said that this is a case of no evidence, since the Petitioner 
himself has admitted the forging of signatures, the expert 
opinion could not have been sought foi the prosecution side. 
Sri T. R. Muthujyan have got grievance already of this 
Department due to fraudulent action of Petitioner was in 
very rediculent posittion to sign deposition. He assured the 
Enquiry Officer but he signed the deposition only after con¬ 
sulting his lawyer. This aspect was recorded in Sri T. R 
Muthaiyan’s deposition on that day with the consent of ell 
the attendants of that day’s enquiry. The Enquiry Officer 
having testified the contents of the said complaint letter at 
the time of the preliminary enquiry cannot be prevented to 
mark the above letter dated 16-11-1995 The allegation that 
evidence of Investigating Officer is an interested one is hereby 
denied, The charges levelled against the Petitioner are clear¬ 
ly proved beyond doubt by way of oral and documentary 
evidence and all the documents marked at the enquiry will 
prove the charges. The evidence of Assistant S iperintendent 
of Post Offices and investigating officer will corroborate the 
contents of fhe complaint letter of Sri N. Venkatesan, Tn res¬ 
pect of departmental enquiries the charge is not mandatorilv 
proved bevond doubt and the filed documents established 
the fact of misconduct on the part of tb* charge shewed 
official, the ens" can b® decided on prepoc ierepep of proba¬ 
bility. Tlie Enouirv Officer has decided the ca^e ton-d on 
documentary evidence and the oral evidence adduced by 
the witnesses during the enquiry. The contention of the 
Petitioner is fa r from truth hence the Indns'risl dispute ti¬ 
llable to be dismissed at the cost of the Petitioner 

5, The point for my consideration is “whether the action 
of the Management of Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayi- 
laduthurni Division, Mayiladuthurai jn removing Sri M. 
Rajendran, S|o Sri Maruthan from the post of EDDA, Thi- 
ruvidaikazhi B.O, is legal and justified 7 If not, to what relief 
the concerned workman is entitled?’’ 

Point:—It is admitted that the Petitioner was appointed 
by the Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayiladuthu¬ 
rai Division Mayiladuthurai on 18-2-1980 and the Petitioner 
was placed under put off duty with effect from 17-11-1995. 
The Petitioner was issued a charge memo dated 8-3-19Q6 
alleging that he has misappropriated two Money Orders each 
amounting to Rs. 450 payable to two different payees by name 
Sri T. R. Muthaiyan of Andoor, Tiruvidaikazhi and Sri T.R. 
Ranraivan. Vnlavacholan. Tiruvidaikazhi, tespectively. It. is 
aho admitted that Sub-Divisional Inspector IP), Sirknli Stib- 
Divi-ion has conducted enquiry and has furnished his report 
finding that charges levelled against the Petitioner were 
1424 GI'2001—15. 


proved. Ex. Ml is the xerox copy of the Money Order 
acknowledgement (.Money Order receipt) for accepting the 
Money Order of Rs'. 45U payable to Sri MuLhaiyan. Ex. M2 
is the xerox copy Of the ThUiaiyadt branch office daily 
account lor 19-3-1995. Ex. M3 is the xerox copy of the 
Money Order form with the Money Order coupon meant 
for the payee Sri Rangaiyan. Ex. M4 is the xeiox copy of 
the Branch Post Office daily account Of Thillayadi of 
6-11-1995. Ex. M5 is the xerox copy of the complaint dated 
16-11-1995 given to the postal department by Sri N. Venka- 
tesan. Ex. M6 to M15 are statements recorded before the 
Enquiry Officer, Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Mayiladuihurai North Sub-Division, Mayiladuthurai. Ex. 
M16 is the claim made by one Sri Ourumurthy for the 
Money Order of Rs. 450 sent to his father. Ex. M17 is the 
xerog copy of order dated 5-2-96 appointing the Sub-Divi¬ 
sional Inspector (P) South Sub Division as Ad hoc Disci¬ 
plinary Authority by the Assistant Director for the Postmaster 
General for Cenlraf Region, Tamil Nadu. Ex. M18 is the 
questions and answers of the Enquiry Officer and the 
Chargeshceted employee respectively. Ex. M19 is a receipt 
dat;J 21-11-1995 foi the payment ct Rs. 900 by the Peti¬ 
tioner to the department. Ex, M20 is the sanction order 
dated 4-12-19^6 for payment of Money Order amount of 
Rs. 450 to the payee Sri T. R. Muthaiah. Ex. M21 is the 
sanction order dated 29-12-95 for the payment of Rs. 450 
to the payee Sri T. Rengaiyan of Valaiyacholan, Tiruvidai¬ 
kazhi. Ex, M22 to M28 are the day’s proceedings of the 
Enquiry Officer for the enquiry conducted for the charges 
levelled against the Petitioner. Ex. W1 is the xerox Copy 
of Memo of charges issued to the Petitioner. Ex. W2 is the 
xerox copy of the Enquiry Officer’s report. Ex. W3 is the 
xerox copy of representation made by the Petitioner before 
the Disciplinary Authority against the investigating Officer’s 
report. Ex. W4 is the xerox copy of proceedings of .the 
Ad hoc Disciplinary Authority dated 31-1-1998 imposing 
punishment of removal from service on the Petitioner with 
immediate effect. 

6. The learned counsel for the Petitioner/Workman had 
put forth an argument that from th© beginning m the depart¬ 
mental enquiry the petitioner employee has denied the char¬ 
ges lsvelld against him, the Enquiry Officer ha* conducted 
the proceedings disregatding the rules and finally submitted 
his perverse report. Based on the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer, the Respondent|Management without application of 
mind had imposed the punishment of removal from service 
on the Petitioner employee. In Annexure III to the charge 
sheet, 24 documents were cited by which the authenticity of 
authors are proposed to be sustained. Most of those documents 
were obtained by the investigating officer i.e. Assistant Super¬ 
intendent of Post Offices North sub-division behind the back 
of the Petitioner employee. Along with the charge sheet the 
copies of those documents were not sent to the Petitioner. 
But the authority called for the explanation of the Petitioner 
within ten days of the receipt of the charge sheet. The 
non-furnishing of the copies of the documents with the charge 
sheet deprived the petitioner of an opportunity to refute the 
charges levelled against him effectively and thereby the Peti¬ 
tioner was denied the reasonable opportunity in defending 
his case, which amounts to denial of reasonable opportunity 
and it amounts to violation of principles of natural justice. 
The investigating officer had obtained statements from S]Shri 
K, Keerthivasan, T. Rengahian (on three occasions and R. 
Ourumurthy in the absence of the Petitioner and those state¬ 
ments were used in the enquiry, On the basis of those state¬ 
ments the Enquiry Officer had arrived at the finding. But in 
that departmental enquiry, the persons who gave the state¬ 
ments in the absence of the Petitioner employee were not exa¬ 
mined thereby giving an opportunity to the delinquent emp¬ 
loyee to cross examine them with regard to the statements 
given before the investigating officer in the absence of the 
petitioner employee. This amounts to denial of reasonable 
opportunity to the petitioner employee in defending his case 
and it also amounts to violation of principles of natural 
iustice, which in turn vitiates the whole proceedings, It is 
seen from the records, and the proceeding* of the Enquiry 
Officer that ns th© teamed counsel for the Petitioner emplovee 
mentioned in her argument there was denial of reasonable 
opportunity (o the Petitioner employee in the domestic en¬ 
quiry and it vitiates the Enquiry proceedings. 

7. As it is pointed out bv the learned counsel for the Peti¬ 
tioner, during her argument, it is seen from the records that 
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tfi® ppstman book dated 19-5*1995 and 6-11-1995 and the 
bianen pmce journal ot even dates, thoujth marked as exhi¬ 
bits on the side of the Management and admittedly the cus¬ 
todian of the documents is the branch Postmaster, Tiruvidfli- 
kazm the said Branch Postmaster has not been testified as 
witness with regard to tfic entries in those documents bctore 
the iniquity Officer. The evidence given by the investigating 
officer Sri R. Swammathan with regard to these documents 
and its contents were taken on record by the Enquiry Officer 
and on that basis he arrived at his conclusion. As it has 
been stated by the learned counsel for the petitioner by such 
a procedure adopted by the Enquiry Officer in the domestic 
enquiry the Petitioner employee was denied a reasonable 
opportunity to defend his case. As it is mentioned by the 
learned counsel for the petitioner, it amounts to violation 
ot principles of natural justice. In the absence of evidence of 
branch Postmaster with regard to corrections made in those 
documents as a custodian of those documents, the evidence 
given by the investigating officer with regard to corrections 
of the amount in the noted Money Order in quesion and 
the returned money orders and cash can at the best be, 
hearsay evidence and it can be disregarded in the absence 
of direct evidence when it is possible for the Management 
to let in direct evidence with regard to corrections in those 
documents by the custodian of those documents, the branch 
Postmaster, Tiruvidaikazhi. So under such circumstances, 
the reliance made by the Enquiry Officer on the evidence 
given by the investigating authority as reliable and accept¬ 
able evidence is Incorrect. Those documents, Branch Office 
daily account and Branch Office Journal, when admittedly 
in the custody of branch Post Master, Tiruvidaikazhi the 
petitioner could no have any access for making any correc¬ 
tions. The main charge against the delinquent employee, 
the petitioner herein, before the domestic enquiry under two 
articles of charges that he did not effect the payment of 
money order amount to the concerned payee but had forged 
their respective signature* in the money order coupon and 
had misappropriated those sums. In respect of article I in 
the charge sheet ll docuffients have been filed and in res¬ 
pect of article II in the charge sheet, 5 document* have 
been relied upon. Ex. M2 and M4 are the Branch Office 
daily account for the dates 19-5-95 and 6-7-95 respectively. 
The author of those documents, tho branch Postmaster has 
not been examined before the Enquiry Officer. Like that 
one Venkatesan, who gave complaint with regard to money 
order of Rs. 450, he sent to his father Sri T. R. Muthaian 
under Ex. MJ has not been examined as witness before the 
Enquiry Officer. It is the case of the Management before the 
Enquiry Officer that as per the records Postman’s book ent¬ 
ries Ex. M30 and M32 for the concerned money orders No, 
4426 apd 1137 each for Rs. 450, the concerned employee 
has acknowledged the receipt of money orders for dellvety 
and had made an endorsement on those documents that those 
money order amounts were duly delivered to the payees 
concerned on 19-5-1995 and 6*11-1995 and accordingly, 
corresponding entries were made in Ex. M29 and M31, the 
Branch Post Offices registers, and that actually, those money 
orders were not delivered to the payees concerned but they 
.have been misappropriated by the petitioner employeee. A 
perusal pf these four documents go to show that there are 
corrections in the entries. In Ex. M31 and M32 originally it 
has been stated as ‘gone out’ and subsequently that has been 
scored out and the date has been put as 6-11-1995. In 
the figures for the amount in Ex. M32, there is correction 
blit no explanation is available on the side of Management 
before the Enquiry Officer as that of Branch Post Master 
of Tiruvidaikazhi for those material corrections Further 
there is no direct evidence to show that these money orders 
amounts were misappropriated bv the emtdovee concerned 
except his alleged confession statement. On the side of 
the Management, much reliance has been made, for amount 
paid bv the concerned employee to the department. But 
it is contended on the side of the Petitioner emolovee that 
under threat and coercion an admission statement has been 
obtained from him and only on compelling circumstances he 
made to rmv the amounts on those two money orders 
The feet finding report prepared bv the investigating officer 
as a preliminary enauirv report has not been furnished to 
the petitioner emolovee prior to the enquiry and also during 
th" nnd tfie same has not been disput'd bv th- Res- 

pondentlMnmaement. Rr this a reason-ht- onportrmitv 

h«s h-en dent-d to the n-tjtioner to nut forth his defencr 

effec‘)v»!v before the Enquiry Officer In the domestic enquiry, 


lt amounts to clear violation of principles of natural justice. 
One of the payee Sri T. Rengaian, who has been examined 
os witness Donne the Enquiry Officer has not signed tho 
deposition. Later he sent a communication to the Enquiry 
Officer explaining about the circumstances under which he 
has refused to sign the deposition. In that communication that 
deponent has stated that the signature available there m tho 
money order coupon is not fire signature and he does not 
know who has subscribed the signature as hi® signature and 
during enquiry he refused to accept the suggestion that tho 
said signature in the money order coupon was put by the 
delinquent employee and it is for the enquiry officer to 
found out as to who has subscribed the signature. There 
is nothing on evidence by way of expert evidence let in by 
the management before the Enquiry Officer to prove that 
the delinquent employee has forged the signature® of the 
payee to misappropriate the concerned money order amounts. 
So under such circumstances, it is evidently clear tnat there 
is no sufficient legal evidence placed before the Enquiry 
Officer by the Management through their witnesses and docu¬ 
ments to conclude that the charges levelled against the 
petitioner employee have been proved by the Management 
with reliable and legal evidence as it has been stated by the 
Enquiry Officer in his report as his findings. So under such 
circumstances on the basts of the materials available in this 
case, this Tribunal can easily come to the conclusioin, as it 
is put forth by the learned counsel for the petitioner, that 
the findings given by the Enquiry Officer in his report that 
the charges levelled against the petitioner employee is prov¬ 
ed is not correct, since there was no legal and acceptable 
evidence in this case for him to come to that conclusion. 
Hence it amounts to a perverse finding and not supported by 
acceptable evidence. So. under such circumstances, a® it Is 
held in 1999 I LLJ 679 by the Supreme Court between Sec¬ 
retary to Govt. Home Department and Ors. Vs. Shrl Vaigun- 
dhan, this Tribunal has got scope of interference to the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer, since the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer cannot he relied upon, as fair and proper. The 
reliance made bv the Disciplinary Authority on that finding 
of tho Enquiry Officer to award the punishment of removal 
from service of the concerned employee Sri M. Rajendran 
from the post of EDDA, Tiruvidaikazhi Branch Office is 
illegal and unjustified. Hence, the order passed" by the Ad hoc 
Disciplinary Authority dated 31-1-1998 under the original of 
Ex. W4 is to be set aside. Thus, I answer the point accordingly. 

8. In the result, an award is passed holding that the action 
of the Management of Superintendent of Post Offices, Mayi- 
ladutharai Division, Mayiaduthurai in removing Sri M. 
Rajendran, Son of Sri Maruthan from the post of EDDA, 
Tiruvidaikazhi B.O. is illegal and unjustified and set aside 
the order dated 31-1-1998 passed by the Ad hoc Disciplinary 
AnU.-r'Or Sub Divisional Inspector (Postal) Mayiladuthurai 
Sub-Division. Mayiladuthurai and direct the respondent to 
resinsate the Petitioner as EDDA with all service and mone¬ 
tary benefits from 1-2-1998. No cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer and typed bv him and 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day, the 9th April, 2001. 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined : 

On either side : None. 

Documents Marked : 

For theWorkman|f Party: 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 8-3-96 Copy of Memo of charges. 

W2 26-11-97 Copy of Enquiry Officer’s report. 

W3 23-12-97 Copy of representation against Enquiry 
Officer’s report from the Workman to the Mana¬ 
gement, 

W4 31-1*98 Copy of impugned order of punishment 
from the Management to Workman. 

W5 27-1-97 Daily Order Sheet No. 03 regarding Rule 8 
Against Sri M, Rajendran by the Management. 
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W6 28-2-97 Daily Order Sheet No. 4 regarding Rule 8 
against the Sri M Rajendran by the Management. 

W7 9-4-97 Daily Order Sheet No. 5 regarding Rule 8 
against Sri M. Rajendran by the Management. 

W8 12-5-97 Daily Order Sheet No. 6 regarding Rule 8 
against Sri M Rajendran by the Management 

W9 13-5-97 Daily Order sheet No. 7 regarding Rule 8 
against Sri M. Rajendran by the Management. 

W10 3-7-97 Deposition of Sri R Swaminathan, ASP in 
Rule 8 against Sri M. Rajendran. 

For the Management^ Party : 

Ml 19-5-95 Copy of M-O. acknowledgement signed as 
Muthaiyan. 

M2 19-5-95 Copy of daily account to Branch P.O. Thl- 
llaiyadi 

M3 6-11-95 Copy of M.O. with acknowledgement. 

M4 6-11-95 Copy of daily account of Thillayadi Branch 
P.O. 

M5 16-11-95 Copy of complaint from Sri Venkatesan to 
the Manager. 

M6 16-11-95 Original deposition from Gurumoorthy S|o 
Rangaiyan. 

M7 17-11-95 Original deposition from Sri T. Rengaiyan 

M8 17-11-95 Original deposition of Sri R. Muthaiyan. 

M9 17-11-95 Original deposition of Sri M. Rajendran. 

M10 17-11-95 Original deposition of Sri M. Rajendran 
dated 6-11-95. 

Mil 8-12-95 Original deposition of Sri T. Rengaiyan 

M12 8-12-95 Original deposition of Sri M. Rajendran 

M13 7-2-96 Original deposition of Sri M. Rajendran. 

M14 9-2-96 Original deposition of Sri K, Keerthivasan. 

M15 8-12-95 Original deposition of Sri Ganesan. 

M16 5-12-95 Original application for claim in respect 
of Money Order. 

M17 5-2-96 Copy of the Memo No. STC|23-6|92|T 

M18 10-10-97 Original questioning to the chargesheeted 
ED Agent by the Enquiry Officer. 

Ml9 2J-11-95 Original Receipt No. 63 for an amount 
of Rs. 900. 

M20 4-12-96 Copy of letter No. Fl/3-95-96. 

M21 29-12-95 Copy of letter No. FI|2|95-96 

M22 24-8-96 Original Daily Order Sheet No. 1. 

M23 26-12-96 Original Daily Order Sheet No. 2. 

M24 24-8-96 Original Deposition of Shri M. Rajendran. 

M25 27-1-97 Original letter from I party to the Mana¬ 
gement asking for additional documents to defend 
his case. 

M26 14-2-97 Original Letter No ADA|2|98 regarding 
supply of additional documents. 

M27 4-7-97 Original daily order sheet No. 9. 

M28 10-10-97 OrigianI daily Order Sheet No. 10. 

M29 — Original M.O, Register from 22-2-95 to 

15-6-95. 

M30 — Original Postman’s book from 9-5-95 to 

14-6-95. 

ivial — Original M.O, Register from 30-9-9i to 

9-11-95, 

M32 — Original Postman’s book from 19-10-95, 

M33 13-5-97 Originol deposition of Sri T R. Muthai¬ 
yan, 

M34 -19-5-95 Original M.O No 4426 dated J7-5-95. 

M35 3-7-97 Original deposition of Sri R, Swaminathan. 
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New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1119.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunalj 
Labour Court, Chennai, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Disput between the employers in 
relation to the management of Telecom Department 
and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 1-5-2001. 

[No. L-40012|42212000-IR (DU) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 30th March, 2001 
PRESENT : 

K. Karthikcyan, Presiding Officer. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 34712001 
BETWEEN : 

Shri N. Dhanasekaran, 

S|o. M. Nagappan , ., Workman|I Party 

AND 

The General Manager, 

Telecom. ... Management|H Party 

APPEARANCE : 

For the Workman : None. 

For the Management : R. Kanniappan, Addl. 

Central Govt. Standing Counsel. 
Reference : Order No. L-40012[422|2000TR(DU) 
dated 27-12-2000, Govt, of India, Minis¬ 
try of Labour, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
in exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 
10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, have referred 
the following dispute under the above order for 
adjudication :— 
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“Whether the termination and non-regularisa- 
tion of Shri N. Dhanasekaran is legal and 
justified by the Management of the 
Telecom Department, Chennai ? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of this reference from the Central 
Govt., this case was taken on file of this Tribunal 
as Industrial Dispute No. 34712001 and notices 
were, ordered to be sent to both the parties by 
Registered Post with acknowledgement card for a 
bearing 14-2-2001. Accordingly, the notices sent 
icre received by both the patties, as per the postal 
acknowledgements received ba k. Due to the non- 
appearance of both the parties for the hearing 
7-3-2001. Further notice was sent parties on either 
side by Registered Post for the hbaring 28-3-200L 
For that hearing also, in spite of notices were served 
bv Registered Post, none of them was present and 
again it was ordered to be sent final notice to both 
the parties by Registered Post for today’s hearing. 

5, When the matter was taken up, as usual, 
both the parties were not present. The counsel, 
Who entered appearance by filing his memo of ap¬ 
pearance for the II Party on the hearing 28-3-2001, 
alone is present. The I Party remained absent, in 
spite of the fact notices sent by this Court through, 
Registered Post were duly served on them thrice. 
Ever since the beginning of this ease, there was no 
representation for the I Party (Claimant. From tlfis 
it can be presumed that at present, there is no 
dispute between the parties concerned, for this. 
Tribunal, to adjudicate the same. Hence, this In¬ 
dustrial Dispute is dismissed for default and non- 
prosecution. 

4. In the result, ‘no dispute’ award is passed. 
No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
typed by him and corrected and pronounced by me 
in the open court on this day the 30th Marclu 
2001 .) 

K. KARTH1KEYAN, Presiding Officer 
fawff, i 2001 
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faffripfd iffa % jter, Sr ftfsre 

riWrfw firm? i; %^fhr w-oftt ’tfrtf i fw wfairtT 
% to swi far<f irrtft S', sfr rat 
vt 1-5-2001 vt stmt gwr m 1 

[ff .tFT-400 12 / 1 ie/9 6-W7^,WTT. (t#V.^. )] 
T'd'ffT tut, arirf, wfwrri 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1120.—In pursuance of Section’17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act-1947 (14 of 1947), the 


Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal! 
Labour Court, Bangalore, as shown in the An- 
nexure in the Industrial Dispute between the em¬ 
ployers in relation to the management of General 
Manager Telecom and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 1-5-2001 

[No.. L-40012|116|96-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERM A, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated : 25th April, 2001 

PRESENT ; 

Hon’ble V. N. Kulkarni, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 24198 

I PARTY ; 

Smt. K. Shantha, 

M. M. Garden, 

Old Kent Road, 

Mangalore-575001. 

II PARTY ; 

The General Manager, 

Telcom, 

Old Kent Road, 

Mangalore-575001. 

AWARD 

1. Tile Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) 
and Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Indus¬ 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide Order No. L-40012|116|96-IR(DU) dated 
10-3-1998 for adjudication on the following 
schedule, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Department of 
Telecommunication in denying employ¬ 
ment to Smt. K. Shanta w.e.f. 19-2-90 is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
she is entitled ?” 

2. I party is not present. No counsel is presient 
for I party. II party is also not present. Counsel 
also not present. Many adjournments have been 
given. No counter is filed by the II party. There 
after case is posted for evidence. Today also none 
are present. 

3. The I party Was working with the II party as 
Sweeper from 4-3-1979 upto 2-3-1986, The II 
party legally passed retrenchment orders, therefore, 
dispute was raised. 

4. I partv appeared and filed Claim Statement 
contending that as per DOT Delhi Order No. 269- 

34(90'STN it is directed that Casual Labourers 
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who were employed prior to 31-3-1985 are eligible 
for Temporary status. Further as per CGIT BG. 
No. R&EJ2-4124| 111 dated 4-3-1991 who could 
not be taken on temporary status are eligible to be 
taken on Muster Rolls. The Management has not 
bothered to implement the orders referred in the 
Claim Statement. 

5. II party who did not filed any counter. I see 
after the case was posted for evidence. II party has 
not aduced any evidence. The 1 party in a situ¬ 
ation like this to prove the case that the Manage¬ 
ment has denied employment illegally has not pro¬ 
duced any evidence. No documents and Circulars 
are filed. It appears both the parties are not inte¬ 
rested in going on with the matter, absolutely 
there is no evidence. Therefore, I proceed to pass 
the following Orders : 

ORDER 

6. The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to the LDC in the Open Court, trans¬ 
cribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 
25th April. 2001.) 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
srf fosft, 1 fit, 2001 
ipT.iTT. 1121.— fiWiOin; ufuffififi, 1947 

(1947 «PT 14) fift UTO 17 % W-lfiLH Jr, foftfi 
oNrfitt xifai'A hi u « vlfiiiHk % % 

mz fipfrir ri r nflr «fifoTfr % sfrir, torw Jr 
fafoe nV t fi ph Jr fiVtfw *rfsr- 

% T>r? trt smfwT 5ft S^fi 

wtxir «Pt 1 - 5-2001 gw fir 1 

[fi . 420 1 2(8 4 /89—. fiTL . (tt.fi. )] 

ffitVfi LTfi fifiV, TPP fifttfififr 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1121.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Bangalore, as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
In relation to the management of Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 1-5-2001. 

[No. L-42012/84/89-lR(DU)l 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL'CUM-LABOUR COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated : 26th April. 2001 

PRESENT: 

Handle Shri V. N. Kulkami, B. Com. LL. B„ 

Presiding Officer. 

C.R, No. 94/8P 

I PARTY 

K. Srinivas Kamath, 

Temple Tank Colony 
V.T. Road, 

Mangalore. 

(K. Ram Bhat) 

Advocate 


H PARTY 

The Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, 

No. 13, Raja Rammohan Roy Road, 

Bangalore-560025. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers con¬ 
ferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and sub-section 2A 
of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-42012/84/89-lR(DU) 
dated 13th December, 1989 for adjudication on the following 
schedule. 


SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner, Bangalore in termi¬ 
nating the services of Shri K. Srinivas Kamath 
w.e.f. 13-12-1988 is justified 7 If not, to what relief 
the said workman is entitled 7” 

2. Notices were issued to parties and parties filed Claim 
Statement and counter respectively. 

3. First party was selected for the post of an Attcnder/ 
Messenger in the Mangalore Office and reported for duty 
on 2-5-1988. He was appointed on daily wage rate of Rs. 12 
per working day. He was abruptly but orally was informed 
that his services stand terminated. Therefore dispute is 
raised. 

4. First party appeared and filed Claim Statement. The 
main contention of the first party is that the terms and 
conditions of his appointment had not been communicated 
to him in writing and he was only informed that he was 
appointed in regular vacancy, and services should be absorbed 
against permanent vacancies in the local office. But nothing 
was done as he was not regularly appointed and therefore 
terminating his services is not correct and legal. The first 
party for these reasons has prayed to pass an award In hi* 
favour. 

5. Second party appeared and filed counter statement. 
According to second party the dispute is not maintainable 
cither in law or on facta The dispute docs not come under 
the purview of Section 2K read with Section 2A of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 

6. It is true that the I party was Interviewed for the post 
of Messenger along with several others and he was engaged 
on daily rated basis. He was asked to work as a daily rated 
contingent employee and that he was working for some time. 
His performance was found to be unsatisfactory and there¬ 
fore his services were discontinued. He has worked only 
for 150 days between the period 2-5-1988 to 12-12-1988. He 
was paid difference of Rs. 2452. Appointment was on contin¬ 
gent basis so he cannot claim any permanency whatsoever. 
It is not correct that ho was given assurance of regular 
appointment. It is not correct that two persons were similarly 
situated and that their services were regularised. All the 
allegations made by the first party arc not correct. The second 
party has prayed to reject the reference. 

7. This is a very old case. It is seen from the records that 
for management MW1 is examined and various documents 
are marked. Against this, the first party got examined himself 
as WW1 and documents are marked. After giving many ad¬ 
journments none of the parties appeared. Therefore the matter 
was posted for award. 

8. 1 have carefully read the entire evidence, perused and 
considered all the documents. 


9. In the instant case MW1, Mr. R. Kashin, is Section 
Supervisor, and his evidence is that they have prepared a 
penal of names and considered for appointment to the post 
of Messenger, They have not considered the case of this 
workman for regular appointment as Messenger. Out of six 
person* only two were selected and were appointed as regular 
Messengers. He further said that the first party was appointed 
on contingent basis on a payment of Rs. 12 per day on daily 
worked only for 150 days covering period from 
2-5-1988 to 30-12-1988, Ex. Ml is tho Attendance Register. 
He has given details of working days of the first party. The 
work of the first party wan not satisfied «o work was dJs- 
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continued. He has denied all the eujgMtfons in the cross 
examination. Of course it is stated by MW1 In his cross 
examination that no memo or warning was given to the flsrt 
party, stating that the work was unsatisfactory. It is the 
appointing authority which is competent to say about 
the work of the workman, It has come in the evidence of 
MW1 that the work of the first party was not satisfactory. 

10. First party gave evidence in detail about his appoint¬ 
ment and his working, There is no material filed on behalf 
of the first party to prove that his juniors were made perma¬ 
nent. First party says in his cross examination that he is 
having records to show that he was appointed as permanent 
worker. He further states that he was not filed any documents 
except WWl and WW11, 

11. It is seen from the records that the first party has 
filed two documents Ex. W1 and Ex. W1I. Ex, W1 is a 
memo to appear for an interview. Ex. Wll is a letter asking 
first party to contact the Assistant Provident Fund 
Commissioner. Except this no other documents is filed. When 
first party has said in his cross examination that he is having 
records to show that he was appointed as a permanent 
worker, he should have filed those records, MW1 has denied 
the suggestion that all the contingent workmen who worked 
for a period of 6 months are absorbed except the first party. 
Taking all this into consideration I am of the opinion that 
there is no merit in this reference and the management has 
rightly taken action against the first party. Accordingly r 
proceed to pass the following order. 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 26th April, 2001). 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 

i p-f, 2001 

frr.irr. 1122.—xiWw fcarp; gfsrfojn-r, 1947 
(1947 vr 14) am 17 % xETTprer if, 

irjy, gTffip^Tsi' fy^-dj- % 

mmv farter % after, 

if fh'farij xfteftfmsfr if UTtfiR, 

Sjfaftf’Ffi wfcr+ sbTvrtT % CRTS Tf TT.fricT 
5ft SRirt-f -TEEiT af?T 1-5-20 01 ffit tTfR qy I 

[vf. tpT— 42012/ 12 8/9 0—RH* . Xt'R. (sf.F. )] 

'-T-f TT?, tap RUT A/I 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1122.—lu pusriinnee of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ceolarl 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Ban¬ 
galore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the man¬ 
agement of Indian Institute of Horticultural Research 
and their workman, which was leceivtd by the Central 
Government on 1-5-2001. 

[No. L-42G12/128/90-1R(DU) ] 
KULDIP RAI VERM A, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TJ1E CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-TABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 


Dated : 27th April, 2001 

PRESENT : 

Hon’ble Shri V. N. Kulkarni, Presiding Officer. 

C.R, No. 9/91 

I PART Y 

Shri H. Anjanappa, 

S/o K. Hanunjantharayappa, 

Iverakandapurn, 

Hessargatta Lake Post, 

Bangalore North-560089. 

(Adv. Mangalanda Rao) 

II PARTY 

The Director, 

Indian Instirulc of 

Horticultural 

Research, 

No. 25, Palace Orchards, 

Bangalore-560080. 

(Shti S. V. Sasiry-Advocate) 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub¬ 
section 2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 has referred this dispute vide order No. 
L-420i2/128/90-IR(DU) dated 18-2-1991 for adju¬ 
dication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Indian Institute of 
Horticultural Research is justified in discon¬ 
tinuing the services of Shri H. Anjanappa, 
casual labouier, w.e.f. 4-5-84 ? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to 7" 

2. The first party w as working with the second party. 
He was doing work in the field of lcsejrch in fruirs 
and vegetables. 

3. The first party was the Vice President 0 f the 
Indian Institute of Horticultural Research Station 
Workers Union. The first party was refused to do emp¬ 
loyment therelorc. Industrial Dispute was raised. 

4. Parties appealed and filed Claim Statement and 
Counter lespectivcly. 

5. First party has filed claim statement contending 
that he was working as watch and ward employee for 
over 8-1/2 years and joined services in January 1976. 
in the year 1982 he was posted as Power Tiller Driver. 
From 4 th May, 1984 to 26th May, 1984 the first party 
was sick and was on leave after giving application and 
on 7th July, 1984 he was fit for work but he was not 
taken for work and the action of the management is 
illegal. The first party has said that the management 
lias' not put up seniority list before terminating the 
services and has ignored the rule of last come first go 
and has not complied with the provisions of Section 
25F and no enquiry was held and the action of the 
management is illegal and anti labour and amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The first party for a’l these 
reasons has prayed to pass an award in his favow, 
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6. Second party appeared and filed counter. 

7. The case of the second party is that the second 
party management is only reseaich oriented organisa¬ 
tion and not an industry under Section 2(j) of the 
Industnal Dispute Act All the allegations made by 
the first party aie not correct. The first party was 
only a casual labour and was given work whenever 
there was work in the field. He was never in the regular 
employment of the second party The first party did 
not attend work from 4-5-1984. Question of granting 
leave or lefusing leave does not arise. The second 
party has also stated that the allegations made by the 
first parly regarding conciliation are not correct. The 
first party is not entitled for any reinstatement. The 
second party for these reasons has prayed to reject 
the reference. 

8. It is seen from the records that on 5th February, 
1999 common awaid was passed and reference was 
rejected It is seen from the records that on 5th 
February, 1999 the first party has filed rirseellaneous 
application to recall the said award and Misc. applica¬ 
tion is disposed off, and CR No 9/91 recalled. 

9. It is seen from the records that even after many 
adjournments were given, fiist party not appeared 
Thcreafer management examined one witness MW1. 
HiS evidence is that the fiist party was working only 
as a casual labourer. He has also stated that casual 
labourers are engaged tor field work and they are not 
regular employees First party was not a permanent 
employee of the management This MW1 is not cross 
examined by the first party. First party has also not 
given evidence to prove his case 

10. Taking all this into consideration I am of the 
opinion that there is no merit m this reference. Accord¬ 
ingly I proceed to pass the following order. 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dicated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 27th April, 2001.) 

HON’BLE SHRI V N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
rrf ftpfr, 3 2001 

4 ?T.rtT 1123—sfafffirn? xtfufim, 1947 

(1947 14) qh mrr 17 % sHtrrrt Jr, %nrfrr 

rtOM t fawft fifFir % Jtwyrm % 

faifrtrtiT sfk % sfrir, Jr fafe: 

tffafrFmp fr«m Jr xfterTfrr srfmfiTrt 

rrf fcsft % 'hro *rrt snmfvnr 

tfWTT 3 - 5-2001 5 TT^ «TT I 

[R tpr-42012(246(98-«rn^.WF. (t) ^ )] 

fPrtfrT TFf frtfi srfiRTFf 

blew Delhi, the 3rd May, 2001 

S.O, 1123.—Tn pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 19d7 (14 of 
1947). the Central Government hereby pub¬ 
lishes the award of the Central Government 


Industrial Tribunal!Labour Court, New Delhi 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Delhi Milk Scheme and 
their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 3-5-2001. 

[No. L-42012j246j98-lR(DU)J 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI KESHAV SARAN SRI- 
VASTAV : PRESIDING OFFICER, CEN 
TRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NEW DELHI 
I.D. No. 137|99 

Sh. Vinod Kumar, 

Through Delhi Labour Union. 

Genl. Secretary, DLU, Aggarwal Bhawan, 
GT Road, Tis Hazari, 

New Delhi-110054. 

Versus 

The Gen. Manager, 

Delhi Milk Scheme. 

West Patel Nagar. 

New Delhi-110008. 

PRESENT : 

Sh. Surender Kumar alongwith the work¬ 
man Sh. Vinod Kumar. 

Sh. Deep Chand Accountant of the 
Management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry 
of Labour has sent this reference under sec¬ 
tion 10(1 )(d) and Sub-ssection 2(A) of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 vide its order 
No. L-42012|246|98|IR(DU) dated 
26-4-1999 for the adjudication of the Indus 
trial Dispute on the following terms :— 

“Whether the management of DMS is justi¬ 
fied in withholding the comprm- 
sionate appointment under the rule* 
to Sh. Vinod Kumar S|o Lam Sh. 
B hull ah Singh ex-mate in DMS on 
the ground of non-avaibbifity of 
vacancv in the establishment ? Tf 
not. to what relief the dependent of 
workman is entitled to and from 
what date ?” 

2. The Statement of Chain and Written 
Statement were exchanged between the parlies. 
The workman failed to file rejoinder against 
the Written Statement filed by the manage¬ 
ment. 
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3, The workman has moved application 
dated 27-4-2001 stating that since he has been 
given appointment as ‘Chowkidar’ under the 
management so he does not want to prosecute 
the case any further and he wants to with¬ 
draw it. Vide endorsement made on the ap 
plication the Management has no objection. 

4. In view of the fact a ‘No Dispute Award’ 
is given in the case. 

27-4-2001. 

K. S. SRIVASTAV, Presiding Officer 
3 Jft 2001 

JpT.STT. 1124.— vWtftTT fw? 1947 

(1947 vr 14) trrrr 17 % w-Ttnvr Jr, 
tr^rn: fesft faw Ftffir % witra - % tf^rar fatfrinh 
sfrr % *fW, tpraffi Jr faftm 

buriT 4 %nfhr troprt sffartfw vfmrwr, nf farrfr 
4 Lr sprafTO %^fhr trwrr 

3 - 5-2001 srra pT «rr 1 

[tr.^- 42011 / 4 / 9 7-snf.srtT. )] 
trt wi, fw whUfTITt 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2001 

S.O. 1124.—In pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby pub¬ 
lishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal [Labour Court, New Delhi 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Delhi Milk Scheme and 
their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 3-5-2001. 

[No. L-42011 |4|97-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI KESHAV SARAN SRIVAS¬ 
TAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBU¬ 
NAL, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No 181197 

Sh. Rattan Singh, 

Through The Gen. Secy.. 

DMS Emp.. Union, C|,.\ DMS. 

West Patel, Nagar, 

New Delhi-8. 
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Versus 

The Gen. Manager, 

D.M.S. Shadipur Depot, 

New Delhi-8. 

PRESENT ; 

Sh. Rattan Singh in person. 

Sh. Shyam Lai for the Management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Minis¬ 
try of Labour has sent this reference under 
section 10(1)(d) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
the Industrial Dispute Act 1947 vide order 
No. L-42011[4j97-IR(DU) dated 27-10-97 
for the adjudication of Industrial Dispute 
between the parties on the following terms :- 

“Whether the action of the management 
of Delhi Milk Scheme, Delhi in re¬ 
tiring Sh. Rattan Singh work Asstt. 
at the age of 58 years w.e.f. 
1-4-96 is just and fair if not to what 
relief the concerned workman is en- 
ttled r 

2. At the stage of Management Evidence 
tho workman has moved this application 
dated 9-4-2001 stating that in view of the 
circumstances arisen he is not interested to 
prosecute with the case any further. He has 
also stated that the costs Rs. 150]- and 
Rs. 500|- awarded against the management 
in the case vide order dated 17-1-98 and 
9-2-99 respectively have not been paid by the 
management. 

3. On consideration of.the fact of the 
withdrawal of the case by the workman I 
find that his claim for the payment of the 
costs awarded against the management in 
the case cannot be accepted for his payment 
to the workman. 

4. In view of the fact the workman has 
withdrawn his case against the management, 
a No Dispute Award is given. 

274-2001. 

K. S. SRIVASTAV, Presiding Officer 

ff# 4>f. 2001 

Trr.JTT. 1125. —rffiffinr*, 1947 
(1947 *rr 14) upct 17 % sFTtrror Jr, 
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5. The first party has filed claim petition. 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2001 

S.O. 1125.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Central Government Industrial TribunallLabour 
Court, Bangalore, a$ shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Plantation Crops Re¬ 
search Institute and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2001. 

[No. L-42012|44i95-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT. BANGALORE 

Dated: 1st May. 2001 

PRESENT: 

Hon’ble Shri V. N. Kulkami B. Com LL.B. 
C. R. No. 135/97 

I PARTY II PARTY 

Sri Mukankila , Director 

Adkabala House, N. R C for Cashew 

Aranthodu Post, Puttur, 

Suffia Taluk D.K. 

D.K. 

AWARD 

1. Tile Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) 
and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the Indus¬ 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 1 
vide Order No. L-42012|44i95-IR(DUl dated 24th 
April 1996 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Central Plantation Crops Research Insti¬ 
tute in dismissing the services of Shri 
Mukankila is proper, legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. The first party was Working as Mazcloor for 4 
years and lie served continuously and rendered un¬ 
blemished continuous service. He is an illcterate 
person. 

The second party management without) any law¬ 
ful reasons has terminated his service. 

1424 GII2001—16. 


4. The case of the first party is that! the order of 
termination is illegal and unlawful against the princi¬ 
ples of natural justice and equity. He was called 
upon for the explanation for his absence and he 
submitted his explanation. He remained absent on 
the ground of ill health, as stated in para 4 & 5 of 
the claim Statement. False charge sheet was issued. 
Enquiry is not correct. No opportunity was given. 
The first party for these reasons has prayed to pass 
an award in his favour. 

5. Second Party appeared and filed Written State¬ 
ment. The case of the second party in brief is as 
follows:— 

6. It is true that the first patty was appointed as 
supporting staff Gr. 1 w.e.f. 20-12-1986, but he was 
not working as Mazdoor for four years prior to his 
appointment on 20-12-1986. He was engaged as 
Casual Labourer intermittently prior to his regular 
appointment. He remained absent as stated in para 
3 sub clause 1, 2, 3, 4 & 5 of the Claim Statement. 
His absence was not on account of ill-health. His ex¬ 
planation was not correct. He never improve him¬ 
self Therefore domestic enquiry was held by giv¬ 
ing full opportunity to the first party workman. The 
enquiry is fair and proper. The second party for 
these reasons has prayed to reject the reference. 

7. It is seen from the records that on 7th June, 
1999 my learned predecessor passed orders holding 
that the domestic enquiry is in accordance with law. 
Thereafter case was posted for argument" on merit. 
The first oarty has not appeared and advanced argu¬ 
ments. I have seen the records. I have carefully 
perused all the enquiry papers and I am of the opi¬ 
nion that there is no perversity in th; finding given 
by the enquiry officer. 

8. In view of this now we will have to see whether 
the punishment is proportionate cr requires inter¬ 
ference. In the instant case first party has not given 
evidence and not produced any documents to subs¬ 
tantiate his absence. MW1 is cross examined by 
the first party and nothing is made out from his 
cross examination, in order to say that the punish¬ 
ment is disproportionate. The first party workman 
should have and given evidence saying that the find¬ 
ing is perverse and the punishment is disproportionate. 
But all that is not done. Taking all this into consi¬ 
deration I am constrained to hold that there is no 
merit in the reference and accordingly I proceed to 
pass the following order. 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 1st May, 2001). 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
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30 apfa, 3001 

VrT.STT. 1126.—3fefrfofT fwBT tlfqfffiRT, 1947 
( 1947 spT 14) *tft STITT 17 ^ SppTri 1 *f, 
tRVR STTT'T % 5PT97TW % WW3f fhzffcffif 

sfft T4nrt % afrir, min if fcfire aftafffffift 
fWK n teffa STTTTT 3faftftrv ^fewr/sET ^TIWT, 
*nr5rtr % *hr v) swrftm •M.cfl sft ffaTfPr snsnr 

’lit 27-4-2001 “Ft irrcr fw m i 

[ri. t^-4ioi2/i2/90-i?n^snT (^)/(^-i)] 
sR'T fTR, #w ^fgrrrfr 

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2001 

S.O. 1126.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of South Central Railway and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-4-2001. 

TNo. L-41012/12/90-IR(DU) (B-I) ] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated: 20th April, 2001 

PRESENT: 

Hon’ble Shri V, N. Kulkarni B. Com. LL.B. 

Presiding Officer. 

C.R. No. 62/90 

I PARTY II PARTY 

Shri S. Shankar, Khalasi The Chief Workshop 

Manager, 

C|o IV Mygeri, Advocate Railway Workshop, 
R. S. Patil’s Office South Central Railway, 

Koppikar Road, Hubli-580 020. 

Hubli-580 020. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) 
and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the Indus¬ 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-41012[12[90-IR (DU) dated 
6-11-1990 for adjudication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE. 

“Whether the action of management of South 
Central Railway Hubli in terminating the 
services of S. Shanker, Khalasi w.e.f. 
20-9-88 is justified ? If not, what relief he 
is entitled to and from what date ?” 


2. The first party was employed as Khalasi in the 
year 1969 and since he has been working till he 
removed from service on 20-9-1988. His removal 
is illegal therefore, he raised industrial dispute. Par¬ 
ties appeared and filed claim statement and counter. 

3. The case of the first party is that removal 
from service as Khalasi is illegal and bad in law. 
The enquiry is bad in law and same is not hold pro¬ 
perly. The penalty of removal from service without 
sanctioned leave or a proper railway medical certi¬ 
ficate is not correct. The absence of the petitioner 
from duty was due to m erfta l insanity. The absence 
was not intentional. He was admitted in hospital. 
The first party has prayed to pass an award in his 
favour. 

4. Second Party filed counter contenting that the 
application is bad in law. The absence is given in 
para 2 of the counter. It is said that first party re¬ 
mained absent without any sanction of leave. It is 
said the removal is correct and enquiry is concerned 
it is said the same is valid and proper. The second 
party for these reasons has prayed to reject the case. 

5. It is seen from the records that on 18th April 
1994 finding is given holding that the DE is not in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice and 
fair play. In other words the misconduct is not pro¬ 
ved by the management. The management, after 
domestic enquiry was hdd as not proper, iailed to 
adduce evidence to establish the misconduct. The 
charge against the first party is that he remained ab¬ 
sent. Tn my humble opinion, action of 
the management in terminating the services 
for remaining absent on unauthorised leave is not 
justified and proportionate. The management has 
failed to establish that the misconduct is serious and 
punishment of termination is proper. Taking all this 
into consideration I am of the opinion that the 
action of the management is not proper and the* 
reference has to be allowed and accordingly I pro¬ 
ceed to pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The reference is answered in favour of the first 
party directing the second party to reinstate the first 
party. In the given circumstances, the first party 
is not entitled for backwages. Accordingly award 
is passed. 

(Dictated to PA. transcribed bv her corrected and 
signed by me on 20th April, 2001). 

Dated: 20-4-200L 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
Tf farsft, 1 *Tf, 2001 

Tt.sri. ii 27 .—sfaftftpfi srfsrfwr, 1947 
(1947 w 14 ) ^ tm 17 % ww ir, 

HTVTT ribTTTf) WIT $ WTO % TORT fipftwf 

3 rk wtv t tT % aft?, sprihj t ftfasr sfaftfw 
fit 41$ if 'f> r sO 'T trmr aAtfffirv trfsv <0, vPtvptt 
% TO Sfi) K+’lfaff VTfff |, 3 ft OT VK vt 

30-4-2001 5?t 5TTTT gfSTT *TT ! 

js. ttw-12012/226/2000-tTrf *nr(^t-i)] 
snot 1 rrfwr/t 
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TTW5T : Tf 26,2001/W)*B 5,1923 


New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1127.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Kolkata as shown in 
the Aunexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in i elation to the management of Sonali 
Bank, Calcutta and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 30-4-2001. 

[No. L-12012/226/2000-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Reference No. 43 of 2000 

^ARTIES . 

Employers in relation to the management of Sonali 
Bank, Calcutta. 

AND 

Their Woikmcn. 

PRESENT : 

Mr. Justice Bharat Prasad Sharma, Presiding Officer. 
APPEAR AN CES : 

On behalf of Management : Mr. S. K. N. Chau- 
dhuri an Officer of the Bank. 

On behalf of Workmen : Mr. M. Ganguly, Sec¬ 
retary of the Union. 

STATE : West Bengal. INDUSTRY : Banking. 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-120l2/226/2000/IR(B-I) dated 
10-10-2000 the Central Government in exercise of its 
powers under Sections 10(1 )(d) and (2A) of the 
Judustrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of Sonali 
Bank in refusing the casual leave on 20-9-99 
to Abdul Basar, Sub-stall-cum-Driver when 
applied for and not communicating him the 
refusal by 20-9-99 and subsequently deduct¬ 
ing his salary for the day on 20-9-99 is jus¬ 
tified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. When the matter is called out today, represen¬ 
tatives of both the parties appear and file a joint peti¬ 
tion praying for closure of the case as the parties have 
settled the matter between themselves. 

3. In this view of the matter, the reference is dis¬ 
posed of as a case of “No Dispute”. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 18th April, 2001. 

B, P. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 


fesfr, 1 2001 

Ttr.m. 1128.— arhftfire! feqrc srf qfiptH , 1947 

( 1947 OT 14) Tft STTTT 17 % sr-JSTT if, % ifU 
rr<4K trr srK % Jmwsr % 
ark ^ strii % fafire sfarthfip 

hrerc % ?twr irrfrrfw ^fsr<*R®r/«w nrwwq, 
*pp?rk % THU srenftrct & OT ar^Eft-i' 
qrf 30 - 4-2001 vr srraftrr«n 1 

[n. t^r-12012/77/91-WrfffR (sfV-[)] 
TiOTT TpTTC, HRT VlSTn.fl 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1128.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 ot 1947), the Cemral 
Government hereby publishes the award 01 tne Cemrol 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, jran- 
gaioic as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
Dispute between the employers m relation to me man¬ 
agement of State Bank ot India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
30-4-2001. 

[No. L-12012/77/91-IR(B-I)] 
AjAY KUMAk, Desk urncor 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
lINDUS 1R1AL TRIBUN AL-CUM-L ABU UR 
COURT, BANGALORE 
Dated . 27th April, 2001 

PRESENT : 

Hon’ble Sliri V. N. Kulkami B.Com., LLB., Presid¬ 
ing Officer. 

C'.R. No. 27/91 

I PARTY 

Shri N. Nanjundappa, 

C/o Shu B. D. Kuuappa, 

Advocate, 

128, Cubbonpet Main Road, 

Bangalore-500002. 

II PARTY 

The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Regional Office, 

St. Mark’s Road, 

B angaiore-5 60001. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub¬ 
section 2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 has reierred this dispute vide order j>o. 
L-I2012/77/91-IR.B-HI dated 7-5-1991 for adjudi¬ 
cation on the following schedule : 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action on the part of the Manage- 
ment of State Bank of India, Bangalore in 
discharging the services of Shri N. Nanjuti- 
dappa, Sweeper, w.e.f. 27-11-85 was justi¬ 
fied? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to 7” 

2. The first party was working as Sweeper in the 
management from 4-9-1972. For the misconduct charge- 
sheet was issued and he was discharged from service. 
Therefore, industrial dispute is raised. 

3. After issue of notices parties appeared and filed 
claim statement and counter respectively. 

4. The first party filed his claim statement. 

5. According to tiie claim statement, the first party 
had availed LTC along with five members of family 
and committed fraud. He had not travelled with tourist 
agency and they had no vehicle with TMN registra¬ 
tion and there was no one by name Sri Krishna Singh 
who had signed cash receipt and that the bills submit¬ 
ted by the first party was a fraudulent one. The case 
of the first party is that the charge is not correct. 
Enquiry was not properly held and nothing was proved 
against the first party. The first party is not guilty of 
any charges. Ihc punishment is too harsh and not 
proportionate. The fust party for these reasons and 
some other reasons as stated in the claim petition has 
prayed to pass an award in his favour. 

6. Second party appeared and filed counter. The 
case of the second parts is that the enquiry was correct 
and there is no perversity in the report of the enquiry 
officer. The procedure adopted is correct. The punish¬ 
ment was based on the evidence. There is no discre¬ 
pancy between the finding and reasons recorded by 
the Enquiry Ofliccr. The punishment is proper. The 
second party for these reasons has prayed to reject 
the reference. 

7. It is seen from the records that the management 
examined MW1 for domestic enquiry and the Work¬ 
man also gave evidence. It is seen from the records 
that this court by order dated 26-7-1993, the domestic 
enquiry was set aside and the second party is given 
chance to justify action. Thereafter the second party 
examined MW2, Mr. R. R. Bckal, Regional Manager. 
His evidence is that he investigated the genuineness 
of LGC claiimed by the first party. Ex. M3 is the bill 
submitted by him. He further states that he contracted 
one Shri Radlukrishna, of Travel Tips and enquired 
about Exs, M7 and M8 and according to Radha 
Krishna the receipt was issued but it was not genuine. 
It is also informed that the first party has not under¬ 
taken any journey. In the cross examination MW2 
says that" he is not aware of any minor punishment 
imposed by the management in similar circumstances 
against David Kaj, A, Arkia Swamy and B, Narayan 
Swamy. This cross examination shows that in a situa¬ 
tion like this, the management for similar misconduct 
has imposed minor punishment. MW2 has simply said 
that he is not aware of minor punishment. It was argu¬ 
ed by the learned counsel for the first party by fifing 
some documents that in similar' cases minor punish¬ 
ment was awarded. There is merit in this argument 
I have carefully perused M3, M4 and M5 and other 
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documents. Admittedly in the instant case domestic 
enquiry is set aside. Now the management has to prove 
specifically, the misconduct. In the instant case for the 
reasons best kno\Vn to management Shri R, R, Bckal 
who is a material witness is not examined. Of course 
from the evidence of MW2 it is established that the 
claim made by the fust party is not genuine, 

8. It was submitted by the learned counsel for the 
first party that the first party attained the age of super¬ 
annuation in the year February, 1999. First party was 
present in the court hall and the counsel for the first 
party wanted to examine, but due to paralytic 
attack the first parly is unable to speak and stand 
properly. The learned counsel for the first party sub¬ 
mitted that he is unable to examine him and thereafter 
arguments were heard. 

9. Now we have to see in the given circumstances, 
whether the punishment of discharge is proportionate 
for the alleged misconducL. At the very outset, I am 
of the opinion that the pumshment of discharge from 
service is not proportionate. Further since 1999 the 
situation is quite different, because the first party has 
attained the age of superannuation and he is badly 
sick due to paralytic attack. Taking all this into consi¬ 
deration I am of the opinion that it is a fit case to 
take lenient view. Accordingly ends of justice will meet 
if I order reinstatement without any back wages. 

10. In my opinion, in a situation like this I feel the 
first party is entitled for all pension benefits. Accord¬ 
ingly I proceed to pass the following order. 

ORDER 

The reference is partly allowed. The management is 
directed to reinstate him from the date on which he 
was discharged till his superannuation date. No back 
wages are allowed. The management is directed to 
give all pension benefits legally to which the first party 
is entitled. Accordingly the reference is disposed off. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 27th April, 2001.) 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
Tf ferft, 2001 

37T.STT. 1129.—aftetfw fa-TF? wfsrfmrtT, 1947 
( 1947 Trt 14) STRT 17 ^ SFjWr 
tok qrrRt tiw 

froum 4k -pm+Rt % Jr fhfsro 

aftefthro fkrrr Jf w sfWtfrr^ 

jspt %^rf % to vt wrftra «rc?ft aft 

STTOTT ^ 1-5-2001 TTO gOT «TT I 

[4. m3 - — 12012/l0 3/9 6—TITf ?TR (sft-I)] 
5RPT f*TTC, iw SrftjTOTt 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2001 

SO. 1129.—In pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hercy pub¬ 
lishes the award of the Central Government 
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Industrial TribunaljLabou^ Court, Chennai 
is shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Pandyan Gramin Bank, 
Virudhunagar and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 
1st May, 2001. 

[No. L-12012| 103 |96-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 30th March, 2001 
PRESENT : 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 44212001 

tTamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 
76|97) 

BETWEEN 

Shri R. Shankara Narayana Moorthy 
Workman)! Party. 

AND 

The Chairman, 

Pandyan Grama Bank. 

Virudhunagar. Managcment|II Party. 

Appearance ; 

For the Workman ■ Mjs. P.V.S. 
Giridhar, Advocates. 

For the Management . • M|s. N.G.R. 
Prasad, Advocates. 

Reference : 

Order No. L-12012| 1Q3]96-IR(B-I) dt. 
6-8-97, Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of powers conferred by Clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
have referred the following dispute under the 
above order for adjudication :— 

“Whether the action of the Management 
of Pandyan Grama Bank in termi¬ 
nating the employment of Shri 
R. Sankara Narayana Moorthy is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled ?” 
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2. This case was originally referred to 
Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal by the Cen¬ 
tral Govt, was taken on file there as I.D. No. 
76j97. On receipt of notices from that Tri¬ 
bunal, both the parties entered appearance 
through their counsel and filed their respec¬ 
tive Claim Statement and Counter Statement. 
When the matter was pending before that Tri¬ 
bunal for enquiry, as per tire Orders of Cen¬ 
tral Govt., it was transferred from the file 
of Tamil Nadu Indusrial Tribunal to the file 
of this Tribunal and was taken on file as In¬ 
dustrial Dispute No. 442|2001. 

3. After the matter has been taken on file 
on 9-2-2001 by this Tribunal notices were 
sent to counsel on record on either side by 
Registered Post, informing them about the 
transfer of this case to the file of this Court, 
with a direction to appear before this Tribu¬ 
nal with their respective parties to proceed 
with the enquiry in this case, on 27-2-2001. 
The Petition filed by the I Party [Petitioner for 
production of documents by the II Party| 
Management which was pending in the file 
as M.A. No. 108|2000 before the Tamil Nadu 
.Industrial •■Tribunal, on receipt of records 
by this Tribunal, on transfer, re-number¬ 
ed as I.A. 18|2001. As the counsel for the 
II Party alone was present the enquiry in 
this case was adjourned to 01-03-2001. Then 
after four hearings, at the request of the 
Counsel on either side, the case was posted 
on 26-03-2001 for enquiry at Camp Court at 
Virudhunagar. When this case was taken 
up for enquiry at Camp Court at Virudhu¬ 
nagar on 26-03-2001, the counsel for the 
I Party|Workman appeared before the Court 
and represents that he reports no instruc¬ 
tions for the I Party|Petitioner. The Petitioner 
was also not present. Then the case was ad¬ 
journed to 30-3-2001 for enquiry to be held 
at the Tribunal premises at Chennai. 

4. When the matter was taken up today 
for enquiry, the counsel on either side are 
present. Both the parties are not present. 
The counsel for the I PartylPetitioner had 
already reported no instructions for the I 
Party before the Camp Court in the previous 
hearing and had made an endorsement to 
that effect in the Vakalat. For today’s 
hearing also, there was no reason adduced 
for the non-appearance of the I PartylPeti¬ 
tioner. So, under such circumstances this 
Tribunal had left with no other option but 
to dismiss this industrial dispute for default 
and non-prosecution by the I Party|Claimant. 


tins frwwfi 
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Accordingly, this reference is closed passing 
‘no relief’ award. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed 
& typed by him and corrected & pronounced 
by me in the open court on this day, the 30th 
March, 2001). 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
3 Rf, 2001 

jft.rt. ii3o.—afriffiir'Fr srfkfRRR, 1947 

(1947 4R 14) 4ft urn 17 % r-jrrr hr, 
ppr 4, tR t'hr 4 R 5 WT (rt.) ftrfht? % wtrr 
% rstj hnfrwf sftr RtR^rrir % rTr, rrrr 
it fafer aft^ftDrsfr faRP? it r <+tt afterffirR 

srfsRflT'JT/'srtr -rtrrtt 'ffriw'' % trtr 4ft wrftra - 
sft jrisrir tR^rR Rt 2 nf, 2001 vIrtrt 

f?ir»rr 1 

[r. qR-41011/16/2000-trrf rr (jflr-I)] 

rrr 11 , ®Rfr iifrwft 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2001 

S.O. 1130.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 

Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal|Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in re¬ 
lation to the management of Mjs. Rail Road Cons¬ 
truction (P) Ltd. and their workman, which was re¬ 
ceived by the Central Government on 2-3-2001. 

[No. L-41011/16/2000-IR (B-I) ] 
A.TAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

.ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
C.G.I.T.-CUM LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

I.D. Case No. BBSR-7|2000 

Dated, 23rd April, 2001. 

PRESENT : 

Shri S. K. Dhal, OSJS, 

Presiding Officer 
C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 

Bhubaneswar. 

BETWEEN 

M|s. Rail Road Construction (P) Ltd., 

P. B. No. 12 
Angul-752122 (Orissa). 

AND 

The General Secretary, 

NALCO Thika Mazdoor Sangh, 

Room No, 23, Market Complex, 

NALCO Nagar, Angul-752122 (Orissa). 


[Pam II—S^c. 3(ii)] 
ORDER 

The Government of India (Ministry of Labour) 
has made a reference u|s. 10 of I.D. Act, to answer 
the following question : 

“Whether M|s. RRCC and RRCC(P) Ltd., are 
one or same ? If yes, what relief the 
workmen are entitled to?” 

While making reference both the parties were in¬ 
formed by the Ministry to file their claim statement. 
This Tribunal also issued notice to the parties and 
in pursuance of that notice the Management appear¬ 
ed but no step was taken on behalf of the workman. 
So the workman has been set cx parte. 

On behalf of the Management one witness has 
been examined. He has corroborated the written 
statement filed by him. The evidence he has de¬ 
posed is that RRCC Construction Co. is a partner¬ 
ship firm. It has been created by Partnership deed, 
which has been registered by the Registrar of Firms 
of Haryana in the year 1986-87. In support of this 
evidence he has filed a copy of registered certificate 
and partnership deed. He has stated that the part¬ 
nership firm and Pvt. Ltd. company are two separate 
legal entity having no concern with each other. These 
two firms are not one and the same. His evidence 
has not been challenged in .the cross examination." 
So there is no ground to dis-believe the evidence of 
P.W.l examined on behalf of the Management. 

In view of the above facts it is answered that, 
M|s. RRCC and RRCC(P) Ltd. are not one or same 
and the workmen are not entitled for any relief. 
Reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

S. K. DHAL, Presiding Officer 
Rf 4 nf, 2001 

4R.RT. 1131.—sfRfTfw fiFTN RfRfRRR, 1947 
(1947 4)T 14) urn 17 % R?JRTR hf fcjffir 
tor rtrr frof fsurra-^ (RR.ffi.) ^ 

RRsrerer % rrr faifripirf Rk faforff % sfrir, 

RRRR hr afRftfblT fqqp? hr TRffit TOR 

smfrfw rtrit % to 4ft 

SPPTfcr 4R# I, 3ft %^tq RtRTR 4ft 3-5-2001 

4ft sTTCr^rrqr i 

[R. t(R-41012/72/91-ff-2(sft) Rif RR (aft-I)] 

RRR JRR, fPF Rfrpprft 
New Delhi, the 4th May, 2001 

S.O. 1131.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal|Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of South Eastern Railway, Bilas- 
pur (M.P.) and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 3-5-2001. 

[No. L-41012!72!91-D-2(B)IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNHXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR CAMP AT RAIPUR 

K. M, Rai,—Presiding Officer 

Case No. CG1T!LC(R)(29)|92 
Shiv Bahadur 

Substitute Poiter. - .Workman 

Vs. 

The Divisional Rly. 

Manager, SE Rly,, 

Bilaspur, . .Management 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 28th day of March, 2001) 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, has 
referred the following dispute vide order No. L- 
41012 |72|91-D-2(B), dated 20-2-1992 for adjudica¬ 
tion: 

“Whether the action of the Divisional Rail¬ 
way Manager, South Eastern Railway, 
Bilaspur (M.P.) in terminating the services 
of Shri Shiv Bahadur, Substitute Porter 
w.e.f. 9-8-1986 is justified ? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to ?” 

2. The Workman did not appear in the court when 
the case was called on for hearing. It appears that 
he is not interested in pursuing his claim. Hence,- the 
case proceeded ex-palrty. 

3. In the absence of the Workman, it is held that 
no dispute exists between the parties to the case. 
The Workman is, therefore, not entitled to any reief 
as claimed by him. 

4. In view of the above said facts, the reference is 
answered in favour of the Management and against 
the Workman. 

K. M. RAI, Presiding Officer 
?rf 4 *t£ 2001 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2001 

S.O. 1132.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cntral 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jabal¬ 
pur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 


of Central Railway, Bhopal and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 4-5-2001. 

[No. L-41012/36/91-IR(B-I)] 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

Case No. CGTT/LC/R/206/91 

Presiding Officer : Shri K. M. Rai. 

Shri Anwar Hussain, 

S/o Shri John Mohammad, 12 Block. 

Central Railway Colony, 

Harda, 

District Hoshangabad. . .Applicant. 

Versus 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Central Railway, 

Bhopal. . .Non-applicant. 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th day of April, 2001 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide order No. L-42012/3 6/91-IRB-II dated 12-11-91 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by 
this tribunal—• 

“Whether the action of the Central Railways, 
Bhopal in terminating the services of Shri 
Anwar Hussain, S/o John Mohammad was 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to ?” 

2. The case for the workman is that he was working 
on monthly rate of pay under PWI, Bina, Central 
Railway from 4-5-77 on service card No. 276093 issu¬ 
ed by the PWI. Thereafter he was taken up in service 
from 19-12-84 to 19-8-85 by the PWI(R), Harda, 
He was medically examined and was found fit in B-l 
and A-3 and was posted under PW1 (N), Harda from 
19-8-85 to 23-4-86. The medical certificate was issued 
to him on 16-10-85. While working under PWI (N), 
Harda he was ordered to work under PWI(R)(Bir) 
where he was given a show cause notice dated 14-2-87 
for giving a wrong service card number. Lalter on his 
services were terminated by PWI (R-B) from 8-2-88 
without any reason. His service card was deposited in 
the PWI Office. 

3. The workman further alleges that he filed a peti¬ 
tion before the CAT, Jabalpur challenging the validity 
of his removal from service. The CAT returned his 
petition on 14-3-90 with a direction that he should 
approach the Assistant Labour Commissioner, Bhopal 
for needful action. As per direction of the said Court, 
he approached the ALC(C), Bhopal who recommend¬ 
ed the present dispute for adjudication by this tribunal 
and accordingly the Government of India has referred 
this case for decision. Prior to removal from service 
neither any enquiry was conducted against him nor any 
notice was served on him as per provisions of I.D. 
Act, 1947. He had continuously worked for more than 
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11 years and therefore bis removal from service is 
absolutely illegal which deserves to be quashed, He 
is entitled to reinstatement with back wages and other 
monetary benefits attached to the post, 

4. The case for the management is that the service 
card submitted by the workman was found to be forg¬ 
ed one and therefore his t services were rightly termi¬ 
nated by the Railway, On the basis of such forged ser¬ 
vice card, his appointment was found to be absolutely 
iliegal. On verification, CPWI(N) (Bina) informed 
PYVI(R)(Bir) that no service card No. 276093 was 
issued by his office to anyone. Jn this way, this card 
was found to be a forged document on the basis of 
which the workman had managed to secure the emp¬ 
loyment. The basis of employment was found to be 
illegal and there I ore a show cause notice was issued to 
the workman. After receiving the notice the workman 
did not submit his explanation and left the job and 
never attended his duty. In view of all these circums¬ 
tances the workman is not entitled to reinstatement 
with back wages as claimed by him. 

5. The following issues arise for decision in the 
present case :— 

1. Whether the workman is entitled to reinstate¬ 

ment with back wages ? 

2. Relief and costs ? 

6. Issue No. 1: The workman has claimed that he 
was employed as casual labour vide service card No. 
276093 Ex. M-I by PWI, Central Railway, Bina. It 
has been specifically stated by the Railway that the 
said card, on the basis of which the employment was 
secured by the workman, is in genuine. To prove this 
fact, Railway has examined PWI Shri P. K. 'Sharma 
and Shri M. L. Ciolan who had been posted as PWI 
at Bina at the relevant time. They have categorically 
stated in their statement that no service card bearing 
No. 276093 was ever issued by the office of PWI, 
Bina to the workman to perform his duty as casual 
worker. According to them his service card is a forged 
document on the basis of which the workman succeed¬ 
ed in getting the employment as casual worker. From 
the docunrents produced by die Railway it becomes 
amply clear that no such service card was ever issued 
to the workman. Had this card been issued to the work¬ 
man the entries tor same in the relevant records must 
have been done. Issue of such card does not find place 
in any connected record of the railways. Both these 
witnesses have specifically testified that the said service 
card of the workman was properly verified by the 
administration and it was found that no such service 
card was ever issued to the workman. This evidence 
of both these management’s witnesses has not been 
challenged by any cogent evidence of the workman. 
There s is no reason on the record to discard the evidence 
of these two witnesses of the Railway. 

7. In view of the evidence of the management and 
other materials on record it is amply established that 
the service card Exhibit M-I, on the basis of which 
the workman secured employment as casual worker 
in the Railways, is ingenuine. On the basis of such 
ingenuine d'vcuments, the workman cannot claim as 
matter of right to the post as the basis of securing 
employment is ingenuine document. It will make no 


difference even the workman coniinucusly worked for 
a period of 11 years in the Railway. The illegality can¬ 
not be rectified by a continuous service for 11 years. 
The workman was rightly terminated by the manage¬ 
ment the moment it came to its light that the basis of 
employment is a forged document. No illegality in 
terminating the services of the workman has been 
committed by the management. His termination is per¬ 
fectly justified. Issue No. 1 is accordingly answered. 

8. Issue No. 2 : In view of my findings given on 
Issue No. 1, the workman is not entitled to be rein¬ 
stated with back wages as claimed by him. His termi¬ 
nation from service is perfectly legal and does not 
require any interference by this tribunal. The reference 
is accordingly answered in favour of the management 
and against the workman. 

9. Copy of the award be sent to the Ministry of 
l abour, Government of India as per rules. 

K. M. RAI, Presiding Officer 
fit 4 fit, 2001 
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IHPT ffiTC, fifafiTRf 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2001 

S.O. 1133.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Industrial Tribunal, Palakkad as shown m the An- 
nexune in the Industrial Dispute between the errplo- 
yers in relation to the management of South Indian 
Bank Ltd., and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 3-5-2001. 

[No. L-12012/77/99-IR(B-D] 
ATAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBU¬ 
NAL, PALAKKAD 

(Monday, the 23rd April, 2001) 

PRESENT: 

Sri B. Ranjit Kumar. Industrial Tribunal. 
Industrial Dispute No. 148/99(C) 

BETWEEN 

The Chairman, South Indian Bank, Head Office, 
T. B. Road, Tlinssur-680 001. 

(By Adv. M. Venugopalan) 

AND 

The General Secretary, South Indian Employees 
Association, Post Office Road, P.B. No. 
131, Thrlssur-1. 

(By Adv. M. S. Jafferkhan) 
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AWARD 

The facts and circumstances of this case nave been 
narrated in the pteliminaiy order dated 26-2-2001. 
For the sajke of brevity and to avoid repetition the 
same is extracted hereunder. 

PRELIMINARY ORDER 

2-1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
as per order No. L-J 20l2/7’’/99-lR(B-I) dated 
16-8-1999, referred the following issues for adjudi¬ 
cation : 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
South Indian Bank Ltd. in dismissing Shri 
M. Rathinam sub-staff, Kcelapaguthy branch 
front the services of the bank with effect 
from 13-12-97 is justified ? If not, whet 
relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2-2. The workman Sri Rathinam was dismissed 
from service on the basis of the findings of an En¬ 
quiry Officer rendered in a domestic enquiry. The 
workman has filed claim statement dated 17-5-2000 
and rejoinder dated 16-10-20 00 challenging the vali¬ 
dity of the domestic enquiry. 

2-3. The management has filed written statement 
dated 18-9-2000 justifying the dismissal of the work¬ 
man. According to management, the domestic en¬ 
quiry conducted against the workman was quite fair 
and proper as the workman was given sufficient oppor¬ 
tunity to defend his case. 

2-4. In view of the above rival contentions, the 
preliminary issue to be considered is whether ttw 
domestic enquiry held into flic charges against the 
workman is legal and valid. 

2-5. A perusal of Ext. Ml enquiry file shows that 
the enquiry was conducted bv the Chief Manager of 
the Management Bank bv giving the workman ample 
opportunities to defend his case. It is observed from 
Ext. Ml file that the workman was represented in the 
enquiry by Sri K. S. Anlhonis who is said to be a 
union leader. 

2-6- The objection raised by the workman in his 
claim statement and rejoinder is that he was denied 
the assistance of an expert in the enquiry for the 
purpose of cross examination of witnesses. As already 
observed hereinabove, the workman was permitted 
to have the assistance of Sri K. S. Anthonis in the 
enquiry and it is also seen that the management- 
witnesses were elaborately and effectively cross-exa¬ 
mined on behalf of the workman. The workman 
(WW1) himself has admitted before this Tribunal 
that he was represented in the enquiry by the union 
leader and the said leader had cross-examined the 
witnesses on his behalf. The cross-examination of 
some of the witnesses runs several pages and cross- 
examination had been done on several days. There¬ 
fore, it cannot be held that the workman was denied 
the assistance of an expert in the domestic enquity. 

2-7. At the time of hearing on the preliminary issue 
regarding propriety of the enauirv. this Tribunal asked 
whether the workman had filed any authorisation in 
the enquiry authorising Sri K. S. Anthonis to repre¬ 
sent him in the enquiry The counsel for the man- 
aepment was not in a position to reply the above 
1424 0112001—17 
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querry nor he was able to trace out the authorisation 
from Ext. Ml file. He submitted that it was not 
necessary to file any authorisation in a domestic en¬ 
quiry. He has also pointed out that even in the pre¬ 
sent adjudication proceedings, the workman or the 
union has not filed vakalath before this Tribunal. A 
perusal of comt recoids shows that neither the work¬ 
man nor the union has filed thu vakalath though it 
was submitted on the first hearing date that vakalath 
had been filed. 

2-8. The counsel for the management further sub¬ 
mitted that this is a dispute raised by the union, but the 
said union has not filed anv claim statement. It is 
true that the union has not filed any claim statement 
or rejoinder. The workman himself has filed the 
claim statement and rejoinder The union lias filed 
a statement dated 16-10-2000 praying lhat the claim 
statement filed by the workman may be treated as 
the claim statement of the union. The is'iie referred 
for adjudication in the present case is a dispute com¬ 
ing under Section 2-A of the ID. Act. Therefore, the 
workman himself was entitled to raise the dispute 
without the help of the union. Therefore, I do not 
think that) there is any irregularity and illegality in 
permitting the workman to file the claim statement 
rejoinder etc. and prosecuting the matter by himself. 

2-9. Though no vakalath has been filed on behalf 
of the workman or the union Sri M. S. Tafferkhan. 
advocate was permitted t 0 repLesent them in these 
adjudication proceedings. I feel that the filing of 
vakalath or an authorisation is only a formality which 
can be waived in the discretion of the Tribunal. 

2-10. The further objection raised by the work- 
man/union regarding domestic enquiry is that the 
enquiry proceedings were recorded in English which 
is a language not known to the workman But it is 
seen that he- has signed the enquiry proceedings on 
every day along with bis union representative Sri K. S. 
Anthonis. It may be true that the workman is not 
we]] versed in English. But he has no ease that 
Sri K. S. Anthonis does not know English. It is fur¬ 
ther observed that the charge sheets and other memos 
issued to the workman are in Fnglidi and he had 
replied the same in English. Tt is also pertinent to 
note that after the conclusion of the enquiry the 
management has issued to him a memo dated 16-10-97 
enclosing a copy of the enquiry report and requesting 
him to submit his representation/submission on the 
enquiry report. Accordingly, be submitted a represen¬ 
tation which is also in English. This representation is 
seen jointly signed by the workman and K. S. 
Anthonis. It is also pertinent to note that he has not 
pointed out any procedural infirmities in conducting 
the domestic enquiry in his above representation. In 
this representation only the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer are seen assailed. In the circumstance. I hold 
lhat there is no procedural defects in holding the 
domestic enquiry against the workman. 

2-11. The next point to be considered is whether 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer are correct. The 
charges levelled against the workman as per memo 
dated 20-12-1994 are as follows:— 

fl) that on 4-3-89 he ddngwith Sri S Animu- 
gham and Sri S. Marirnnthu pursuaded Sri 
M. Rajeodran, who is doing sweeping works 



2338 tHE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 26, 2001/ JYAISTHA 5, 1923 


at the branch, to withdraw an amount of 
Rs, 8500 from his Savings Bank Account 
No. 1238 being the proceeds of DRI loans 
(3/89 dated 4-3-89 and 5/89 dated 4-3-89) 
credited to this account vide payment orders 
(6/89 and 7/89) and also Sri R, Soma- 
sundaram to withdraw an amount of Rs. 
6900 fern his Savings Bank Account No. 19 
being the proceeds of two DRI loans (1/89 
dated 4-3-89 and 4/89 dated 4-3-89). Out 
of this amount, an amount of Rs. 3500 was 
credited to his Savings Bank Account with 
the branch. Thereby he misappropriated an 
amount of Rs. 3500. 


(2) that the proceeds of the following loans ex¬ 

tended bv branch Kaniyalampatty in the 
name of fictitious persons were credited to 
his account with branch Keelapaguthv by 
way of Mail Transfer together with an 
amount of Rs. 9000 remitted bv him. Tlius 
he misappropriated the proceeds of these 
loans. 

SI. Loan Date of Amount Name of 

No. No* loan of loan Account 

(Aar.) Rs.) 

1. DPN 4/91 24-08-91 10,000/- M. Rajalingam 

2. DPN 5/91 24-08-91 10,000/- M. Manickam 

(3) that on 9-5-92, by misusing his official posi¬ 

tion, he pursuaded Sri M. Raiendran, who 
is doing sweeping work at the branch to 
withdraw an amount of Rs. 700 from his 
S.B. Account (No. 1238) with the branch, 
wfficfh include a portion of the insurance 
subsidy amount of 35 IRDP loans cre¬ 
dited to this account and received the 
amount. Thus he misused his offeial posi¬ 
tion and misappropriated the said amount. 

(4) that on 16-8-91 Branch Keelapaguthv where 

he is worVimr as Daftarv, extended DPN 
loan (5/91-92) in the name of his wife Smt. 
K. M S'rumbavee under a farce address 
and proceeds credited ho his account Thus 
he misrepresented material facts and mis¬ 
appropriated the amount. 

(5) that on 24-8-91 branch KanivalarrmnUv ex¬ 
tended the following loans in fictitious 
names. 

Loan No. Amount In the name of 


DPN 4/9f (Agr .) Rs. 10 000/- M. Raiah'rgam 

DPN 5/91 Rs. 10,000/- M. Manickam 


The proceeds of these loans together with 
an amount of Rs 9 000 remitted bv him 
were sent to branch Keelaoagiilhv vide MT 
No 78^0^4 fry the credit of his account 
with this branch Thus he misappropriated 
the proceeds of the aforesaid loans.” 

2-12. The charge, memo dated 20 12-94 was issu¬ 
ed to the workman on the basis of a report submitted 
by Sri N. V. Jose, Chief Manager (Vigilance), ibis 
report has been marked in the domestic enquiry as 
Ext. Ml and proved by examining the said Sri N. V. 


[FART n— Sec. 3 (il)] 


Jose as MW1, Sri N. V. Jose has e’aborately stated 
in the enquiry the allegations against the workman 
based on supporting documentary evidence. He sub¬ 
mitted Ext. Ml report after conducting a detailed 
investigation. 

2.13. Apart from Sri N. V. Jose, Sri M. Rajendran, 
Sweeper and Sri M. Peethambharan, Manager, Re¬ 
gional Office were also examined in the enquiry in 
support of the charges against the workman. The man¬ 
agement has produced all ffie relevant documents to 
show that the workman was involved in the trans¬ 
actions mentioned under various charges levelled 
against him. There is a ample evidence in the domes¬ 
tic enquiry to show that the workman is one of the 
beneficiaries of these transactions. Therefore, he can¬ 
not pretend innocence by contending that he was 
only a Sub-staff, who had no role in sanctioning loan, 
disbursement of loan amounts etc. The Enquiry Offi¬ 
cer has considered eadh piece of evidence in the 
enouiry adduced by both the management and the 
delinquent workman and has come to the correct 
conclusion that the workman is guilty of the charges. 
Thoupjh the Enquiry Officer was only a managerial 
staff, he has analysed the evidence in the enquiry judi¬ 
ciously and come to correct conclusions. In the cir¬ 
cumstance, I do not find any reason to interfere with 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer 

2-14. In the result the preliminary point as to 
the validity of the domestic enquiry is found against 
the delinquent workman. Post the ID to 12-3-2001 
for hearing on the question of punishment. 

Propriety of Punishment 

3. Thp charges proved against the workman are 
not only grave misconducts but also amount to cri¬ 
minal offences. Of course, being a Sub-Staff, the work¬ 
man may not have, any direct role in financial trans¬ 
actions of the management-bank. However, it will no, 
be in the interest of the management to retain such 
a person in the service of the management-bank which 
is a financial institution dealing with public money. 
The workman had committed the misconduct not on 
a single occasion, but on several occasions. In view 
of the gravity of misconducts committed bv the 
workman, it cannot be held that the punishment of 
dismissal meted out to him is disproportionate or ex¬ 
cessive. I. therefore, feel that this is not a fit case 
for interference bv invoking the provisions of Sec¬ 
tion 11-A of the I.D. Act. 

Conclusion 

4. In the lirht of the aforesaid discussion, an award 
is passed holding that the action of the management 
of the South Indian Bank Limited in dismi'sing Sri 
M. Rathinam, Sub-Staff, Keelapaguthy Branch from 
the services of tlhe bank with effect from 13-12-97 is 
justified and he is not entitled to any relief. The re¬ 
ference order is answered accordingly. 

Dated this the 23rd day of April, 2001. 

B. RANJIT KUMAR, Industrial Tribunal 
APPENDIX 

Witnesses examined on the side of Management: 
Nil. 
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Witnesses examined on the side of Workman : 
WW1—Sri. Rathinam, 

Documents marked on the side of Management: 
Ext. Ml—Enquiry file. 

Documents marked on the side of workman: 

Nil. 

4 *rf, 2001 

ifrr.srr. 1134—wTsfrfw fjrcra srfafriM, 1947 

( 1947 SPT 14) UITT 17 % h, 

?nwTT 

f^rt^FPt ^wrft % 4H, 44 •Tsrsj it 

tfrififiTv fw? ?r v^,rr ^;r wfiremr/ 

«nr -it irr^ ?r % iw ^t *frrcfr t, 

aft *rwrc ^ft 3 - 5-2001 ^t srrsft *tt i 

[tr. g*r- 1 ^ 012 / 90 / 92 - 5 ^ mx (*ft-I)] 

ST^T f¥p-, sffimff 

New DelM, the 4th May, 2001 

S.O. 1134.—In pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14) 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby 
publishes the award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal [Labour Court, 

labalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Chambal 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on 03-05-2001. 

[No. L-12012|90|92-IR(B-I)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

Case No. CGIT|LC|R|172|95 

Presiding Officer : Shri K. M. Rai 
Shri Narayan Singh Yadav, I.T.B.P. 

Village Gosipura Karera, 

Distt. Shivpuri (MP). .. Applicant. 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Chambal Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

Head Office : Morena (MP). ■ • Non¬ 

applicant. 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th day of April, 2001 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour vide oruer No. E-izuiZj^u|^z-iR- 
Bi dated 17-2-95 has referred the touowing 
dispute tor adjudication by tins tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the management 
ot Chambal Kshetriya Gramin Bank; 
Morena in terminating the services 
of Shn Naralan Singn Vaday w.e.t. 
10-6-88 is legal and justified ? If 
not, what renef the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. The case for the workman is that he 
was appointed as class IV employee Dy the 
Chamoai Keffitnya Gramin Dame Morena 
vide order dated 1-3-87. He contmued on tne 
said post till 10-6-88 without any break. His 
services were terminated illegally by the 
branch Manager without complying the 
mandatary provisions under Sec-2>F of the 
l.D. Act, 1947. He had worked tor more 
than 240 days in the preceeding 12 months 
prior to the date of his termination w.e.f. 
11-4-88. He was not given one month’s 
notice prior to the termination of service nor 
any retrenchment compensation was given to 
him by the Bank. He is therefore entitled to 
reinstatement with back wages. 

3. The case for the management is that 
the workman was temporarily employed for 
part-time work to clean the bank office on 
1-3-87. His employment was absolutely tem¬ 
porary and for a fixed period of work. He 
was paid wages according to his work. He 
did not work continuously from 1-3-87 to 
10-6-88 as claimed by him. He remained 
absent for 41 days from 1-3-87 to 10-6-88. 
On 11-6-88 he voluntarily absented himself 
from duty. On 8-10-88, he informed the 
management that he did not want to continue 
with the employment given by the Bank. In 
this way, the workman has voluntarily resign¬ 
ed from the duty. No undue influence was 
exercised on him to give his resignation in 
writing to the management. The then Branch 
Manager Shri V. K. Swami had never preven¬ 
ted the workman from attending his duty. 
The workman had voluntarily left the job 
on his own accord. In view of all these facts, 
the workman is not entitled to any relief as 
claimed by him. 

4. The following issues arise for decision 
in this case :— 

1. Whether the workman is entitled 
to reinstatement with back wages. 
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2. Relief and costs ? 


5. Issue No. 1.—The workman lias stated 
that he was appointed as class IV employee 
in the Chambal Kshetriya Gramin Bank on 
1-8-87. He continued on the said post till 
10-6-86. He was posted in Karera branch 
of the Bank. He has admitted in the state¬ 
ment that no written order of appointment 
was issued to him by the Bank. The work¬ 
man had admitted in his statement that the 
letter Exhibit M-l addressed to Branch 
Manager bears his signature. This letter 
dated 8-11-88 clearly shows that the work¬ 
man had voluntarily discontinued to work in 
the Bank and he gave his willingness in writ¬ 
ing to the management for making the pay¬ 
ment whichever was due to him. From this 
very letter, it appears that the workman had 
voluntarily left the job and he did not wish 
to continue any more in the Bank. On this 
basis it cannot be held that his services were 
terminated by the management. His con¬ 
tention is therefore relied by his own writing. 
For the appointment of class IV employee, 
the recruitment rules have been framed by 
the Bank. Those rules must be followed for 
appointing anyone as peon in the Bank. In 
this case no such regulation has been follow¬ 
ed. At the same time the Branch Manager 
was not competent to appoint even a casual 
worker to perform part time duty in the Bank- 
If the workman was employed as a casual 
worker by the Branch Manager of the Bank, 
then appointment itself is void. On the 
basis of this illegal appointment the workman 
cannot claim any right to this post. In view 
of this fact also the workman is not entitl¬ 
ed to be reinstated. Issue no. 1 is answered 
accordingly. 


6. Issue No. 2.—On the reasons stated 
above, the workman is not entitled to anv 
relief as claimed bv him in this case. He is 
not entitled to reinstatement with back wages. 
The reference is answered in favour of the 
management and against workman. 


7. Copy of the award be sent to the Minis¬ 
try of Labour, Government of Tndia as per 
rules. 


K, M RAT. Presiding Officer 


[PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2001 

S.O. 1135.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Indus- 
tml Tribunal, Palahnad as shown in the Aimexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
lcialion to the management of Catholic Syrian Bank 
Limited and their woikman, which was received by 
the Centra] Government on 3-5-2001. 

[No. L-12012/211 /99-Irt(B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN 1HE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL 
IR1BUNAL, PAL AKKAD 

(Monday, the 16th April, 2001) 

PRESENT : 

Sri B. Ranjit Kumar, Presiding Officer. 
Industrial Dispute No. 152/99 (C) 

BETWEEN 

The Chairman, Catholic Syrian Bank Limited, 
Head Office, Trichur. 

(By Adv. M. Venugopalan) 

AND 

Sri V. M. Abdul Salam, Vadakkaedan, A. K. 
Road, Opp. Central School, Malapuram- 
676505. 

(By \d'.. Sreekumar Puthczhath) 

AWARD 

The Government oi India, Ministry of Labour as 
per Order No. L-12012/211/99-IR (B-I) dated 29fh 
September, 1999, referred the following issues for 
adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd. in dismissing Shri 
V. M. Abdul Salam, Peon, The Catholic 
Syrian Bank Ltd., Malappuram Branch with 
effect from 31-7-1998 is justified? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

t 

2. The workman was dismissed from service on the 
basis of the findings of an Enquiry Officer rendered 
in a domestic enquiry held into the charges against 
him. In the claim statement dated 12-5-2000 and 
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rejoinder dated 19-10-2000, the workman has disputed 
the propriety oi the domestic enquiry. On the other 
hand, the management has submitted in its written 
statement dated 28-8-20U0 that tne enquiry has been 
heJd complying with all the rules of law anu principles ■ 
of natural justice. 

3. In view oi the above rival submissions, the first 
point to be considered is whether the domestic enquiry 
netd into the charges against the workman is legal 
and valid. 

4. The enquiry file has been marked as Ext. MX by 
examining the Enquiry Officer as MW1. A perusal of 
his deposition ana Ext. Ml enquiry file snows that 
the cuquny has been held strictly in accordance with 
the pmicipics of natural justice. The workman hjtd 
been given, ample opportunities to defend this case in 
tne enquiry and he nad availed ot the opportunities 
with the assistance of two advocates, 

5. The workman has a case that the charge sheet was 
not served on him betore the domestic enquiry. How¬ 
ever, he has (WWf) admitted betore this tribunal 
that at tiie commencement of the enquiry, he was 
served with a copy of the charge sneet and the charge 
sneet was also lead over to him. ihe Enquiry Omcer 
has recorded this fact iu the enquiry procecdmgs. The 
workman has stated in the enquiry that he had under¬ 
stand the charges and ne aenicd the same, iheretore, 
no prejudice has been caused to the workman tor the 
reason of non-supply of the charge sheet earlier. As 
already observed, he Was given ample opportunities 
to detend the charges in the enquiry and he had avail¬ 
ed of the said opportunities. In the circumstance, I 
find that there is no procedural defects in conducting 
the domestic enquiry. 

6. The next point to be considered is whether the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer are correct. The alle¬ 
gations levelled against the workman as per charge- 
sheet dated 22-1-97 are as follows:— 

“(1) Disorderly and indecent behaviour on the 
premises of Bank. 

(2) Wilful insubordination and disobedience of 
lawful and reasonable orders of the superiors. 

fa) On 30-10-1996 at 4.30 p.m. you came to 
the Malappuram Branch of the Bank in an 
intoxicated stage and threatened the Assis¬ 
tant Manager, V. Venugopalan and the 
Branch Manager, B. A. Paul for returning 
a cheque drawn by you for want of funds 
in your account. You had persisted with 
your misconducts in spite of the advises 
from the Assistant Manager and the Branch 
Manager. 

(b) On 18-10-1996 after cash remittance at 
the Gudalur Branch you came to the Branch 
at 5.30 p.m. in an intoxicated stage and 
started abusing the Asstt. Manager Mr. V. 
Venugopalan. After abusing the shouting 
in very bad language you caught hold of 
the shirt collar of Mr. Venugopalan. 

(c) On 14-11-1996 you came to the Malap¬ 
puram Branch at 12 O’Clock in a drunken 
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mood and asked the Branch Manager to 
sanction you Clean Pronote Loan under the 
Staff Scheme. Since all the loans availed by 
you were on default due to your leave on 
loss of pay, the Branch Manager told \oii 
that he had to refer the matter to Zonal 
Office/Head Office. Then you started abus¬ 
ing the Branch Manager in foul language, 
threatened and attempted to strike the 
Branch Manager. 

Again at 4 O’Clock on the same day you came 
to the banking hall and started abusing the 
Branch Manager asking him why you were 
not sent for cash remittance on that day. 

(d) On 16-1-1997 you came to the office in an 
intoxicated mood and created ugly scenes 
inside the Branch Premises in spite of the 
fact that you were prohibited from entering 
the Malappuram Branch premises during 
the period of suspension except for the 
purpose of operating your own amount, 
that too within the Branch Manager’s 
cabin. 

Therefore it is alleged that you have committed 
the misconducts of disorderly and indecent 
behaviour on the premises of the Bank and 
wilful subordination and disobedience of 
lawful and reasosable orders of the 
superiors. 

3. Drunkenness on the premises of the Bank.— 
You came to the Malappuram Branch in an 
intoxicating mood and created ugly scenes 
under the influence of alcohol on several 
occasions. 

Therefore it is alleged that you have committed 
the misconduct of “drunkenness on the pre¬ 
mises of the Bank’’. 

(4) Doing acts prejudicial to the interest of 
Bank.—When you were entrusted with the 
duties of cash remittances at Ernakulam and 
at other centres you had gone out of the car 
for consuming alcohol on several occasions 
showing scant regard to the duties entrusted 
to you. 

Therefore it is alleged that you have committed 
the misconduct of doing acts prejudicial to 
the interest ol the Bank, 

(5) Unpunctual and Irregular attendance.—You 
were highly irregular in attending the office. 
From 1-1-1995 to 29-10-1996 you had avail¬ 
ed sick leave and extraordinary leave for more 
than 3Q0 days.” 

7. The management has examined six witnesses ana 
marked 23 documents hi the enquiry in support of 
the above charges against the workman. On the basis 
of these evidence, the Enquiry Officer found that the 
workman is guilty of all the charges. I have gone 
through the entire evidence available in Ext. Ml 
enquiry file and I do not find any reason to interfere 
with the findings of the Enquiry Officer. Since the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer are based on legal evi¬ 
dence in the enquiry, the same has to be upheld. 
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8. The next point to be considered is whether the 
punishment of dismissal meted out to the workman is 
proportionate to the gravity of the misconducts com¬ 
mitted by him. The misconduct of unpunctual and 
irregular atendance alleged against the workman may 
not be so grave as to warrant the punishment of dis¬ 
missal. The allegation levelled against the workman 
under this charge is that he had availed of sick leave 
and extraordinary leave for more than 300 days during 
the period 1-1-95 to 29-10-96. I do not think that 
this can be considered as a grave misconduct warrant¬ 
ing the extreme punishment of dismissal from service. 

9. However, there can be no doubt that the other 
charges vj i. drunkenness, the disorderly and indecent 
benaviour etc. on tne premises of the bank are serious 
miscomtucts. Ihe workman had committed the said 
misconducts on several days. His misbehaviour towards 
the superior officers cannot also be tolerated. In the 
circumstance, it eannot be held that the punishment 
of dismissal meted out to the workman is excessive. 
In U.P. State Road Transport Corporation V/s. 
Subhash Chandra Sharma—2000 (1) LLJ 1117, the 
Supreme Court has refused to interetere with the pun¬ 
ishment of dismissal as one of the charges was serious 
and that charge stood proved. In that case, the con¬ 
cerned workman in a drunken state along with a Co¬ 
worker went to the Assistant Cashier in cash room 
and demanded money from him and when he refused, 
the workman abused him and threatened to assault 
him. The Supreme Court observed that this is a serious 
charge of miscoudct warranting the extreme punishment 
of dismissal. In the picsent case also, similar miscon¬ 
duct has been proved against the workman. Therefore, 
in any view of the matter there is no scope for any 
interference of this Tribunal in the matter of punish¬ 
ment meted out to the workman. 

10. In the result, an award is passed holding that 
the action of the management of Catholic Syrian Bank 
Limited in dismissing Sri V. M. Abdul, Salam, Peon 
with effect from 31-7-98 is justified and he is not entitl¬ 
ed to any relief. 

Dated this the 16th day of April, 2001. 

B. RANJ1T KUMAR, Industrial Tribunal 

APPENDIX 

Witnesses examined on the side of the management. 

MW1—Sri Anto. 

Witnesses examined on the side of the Workman. 

WW1—Sri Abdul Salam. 

Documents marked on the side of the management. 

Ext. Ml—Enquiry File. 

Ext. M2—Letter from V. M. Abdul Salam dated 
22-9-1997 with covering letter of the Branch 
Manager dated 23-9-1997. 

Documents marked on the side of the workman. 

Nil 
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New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1136.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jabal¬ 
pur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of M.P. State Mining Corporation Limited and their 
workmen, which was neceived by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on 30-4-20OJ. 

[No. L-29012|11|84-D-III BJ 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
LMDUS TRIAL TRiB U N AL-CUM-L ABO U R 
COURT, JABALPUR 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/96/84 

Presiding Officer : Shri K. M. Rai. 

The General Secretary, 

Satna Stone and Lime Workers Union, 

79/10, Krishna Nagar, 

Satna. . .Applicant. 

Versus 

The Mines Manager, 

M.P. State Mining Corporation Limited, 

Rajendra Nagar, 

Satna (MP). . .Non-applicant. 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 8th day of February, 2001) 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide order No. L 29012/1 l/84-D.III(B) dated 3rd 
November, 1984 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal— 

“Whether the action of the management of Madhya 
Pradesh Stale Mining Corportion Ltd., in rela¬ 
tion to their Naro Hill Bauxite Mine, Satna 
in terminating the services of Shri Jagdish 
S/o Shri Ramkhilawan and Shri Rajni S/o 
Shri Motilal piece-rated workers, with effect 
from 24-1-83 is justified 7 If not, what relief 
are the workmen concerned entitled?” 

2. The workmen did not appear in the court on 
the date of hearing and therefore the case proceeded 
ex parte against them. The workmen have not produc¬ 
ed any witnesses in support of their claim. In this way 
they have not been able to substantiate their claim as 
alleged in this case. In tiffs way no dispute between 
the parties remains to be decided. 
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AWARD 


3. In view of the above said facts, it is held that no 
dispute exists between the parties and therefore the 
workmen are not entitled to any relief as claimed by 
them. In this way the reference is answered in favour 
of the management and against the workmen. 

4. Copy of award be sent to the Ministry of Labour 
as per ruies. 

K. M. RAI, Presiding Officer 
1 2001 
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New Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1137.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Industrial Tribunal|Labour Court, Hyderabad as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute bet¬ 
ween the employers in relation to the management of 
N.M.D.C. and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 3Q-4-2001. 

[No. L-29012|5|97-IR(M)1 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-I AT 
HYDERABAD 


The Government of Indig, Ministry of Labour 
made a reference to this Tribunal vide its order No. 
L^On^^-IRtMisc.) Dated : NIL and received 
in this Office on 30th April, 1997 for adjudication of 
the following dispute between employer in relation to 
the Management of M|s. National Mineral Develop¬ 
ment Corporation and their workman. 

“Whether the action of the Management of Na¬ 
tional Mineral Development Corporation, 
Hyderabad in dismissing Sri N.A. Sayced, 
LDC|Typist over alleged misconduct is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled ?” 

2. This Tribunal passed orders on 17-8-98 holding 
that the domestic enquiry conducted by the manage¬ 
ment is vitiated, however the management was per¬ 
mitted to lead evidence in proof of the charges. Both 
the parties lead their respective oral and documen¬ 
tary evidence and the matter stood posted for hearing 
the arguments. 

3. While so, on 22-3-2001 both the workman and 
the management represented by the counsels have filed 
a joint memo reporting settlement of the dispute 
under which Rs. 5 lakhs is paid by the management 
through a cheque bearing No. 064654, Dated : 
17-3-2001 drawn on S.B.H., Branch, Hyderabad 
towards full and final settlement in lieu of reinstate¬ 
ment and back wages. The settlement was recorded 
in terms of agreement. 

4. Thereby, an award is passed in terms of the 
settlement covered by the agreement which is appen¬ 
ded to this award. 

Given under my hand and the seal of this Tribunal 
on this the 22nd day of March, 2001. 

SYED ABDULLAH, Industrial Tribunal 
APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE 


PRESENT : 

SIR SYED ABDULLAH., B.Sc., B.L., 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-I, HYDERABAD. 

Dated, 22nd day of March, 2001 

Industrial Dispute No. 18 of 1997 

BETWEEN 


(After validity of domestic enquiry) 

Witness examined for the petitioner 
WWI : N. A. Sayeed 
after remand 

Witness examined for the respondent 
MW1 : G. V. Joshi 
MW2 : B. Sen 


The President N.M.D.C., 

Staff Workers Union 31|C, 

S. R. Nagar, Hyderabad. .. Petitioner. 

AND 

The Managing Director, 

National Mineral Development Corporation, 

Khanij Bhavan, 

Vlasab Tank, Hyderabad-500 028. . . Respondent. 

APPEARANCES : 

Sri G. Vidyasagar, Sri K. Udaya Sree, Sri P. 
Sudheer Rao Advocates for the petitioner. 

Sri K. Raghavacharylu Advocate for the respon¬ 
dent. 


MW3 : J. Narsinga Rao, 
WM4 : V. Gopi Nathan 
Documents marked for the petitioner 

Ex. W1 : Certificate of the registration of the 
petitioner union. 

Ex. W2 : Letter intimating the formation of the 
union. 

Ex. W3 : Charter of demands. 

Ex. W4 : Covering letter for Ex. W3 charter of 
demands. 

Ex. W5 : Representation given by WW1 for 
transfer of S. L. Arora, Jr. Officer. 

Ex. W6 : Another representation dated : 20-6-87 
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Ex. M8 : Removal order dated 31-5-88 issued 
to WW1. 
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given by WWl for transfer of S. L. Arora 
Jr. Officer. 

Ex, VV7 : Representation dated : 26-6-87 sent 
by WWl regarding harrassment made to 
him. 

Ex W8 : Complaint dated: 26-6-87 made 

against B. Sen regarding assult on work. 

Ex. W9 : Explanation dated : 8-10-87 given by 
WWl to the memo dated : 11-9-87 charge- 

I. 

Ex. W10 : Explanation dated 8-10-87 given by 
WWl to charge sheet - II. 

Ex. Wll : Explanation dated : 8-10-87 given 
by WWl to eharge-III. 

Ex. W12 : Explanation dated 8-10-87 given by 
WWl to charge-IV. 

Ex. W13 : Representation dated : 2-11-87 made 
by WWl to charge of E.O. & P.O. 

Ex. W14 : Representation dated : 13-11-87 
made by WWl to furnish documents regard¬ 
ing charge memo dated : 11-9-87. 

Ex. W15 : Representation made by WWl, 
regarding fairness of enquiry. 

Ex. W16 : Representation made by WWl re¬ 
garding participate of WWl in the 13-11-87 
enquiry. 

Ex. W17 : Representation dated 19-11-87 with 
regard to illegal irregularities of Enquiry 
Officer and Presenting Officer. 

Ex. W18 : Representation- to the Enquiry Offi¬ 
cer dated: 20-11-87. 

Ex. W19 : Booklet by the victimisation made 
by the management. 

Ex. W20 : Representation given by WWl to the 
management. 

Ex. W21 : Reply dated : 30-4-88 submitted by 
WWl to show cause notice. 

Ex. W22 : Representation dated : 23-12-87 
given to Enquiry Officer for supply of docu¬ 
ments. 

Ex. W23 : Representation to the management to 
charge of enquiry officer. 

Ex. W24 : Representation to RLC (c) for con¬ 
ciliation of the matter. 

Documents marked for the respondent 

Ex. Ml : Report submitted by MW2 to the 
Management. 

Ex. M2 : Complaint given by the MW3. 

Ex. M3 : Deposition of MW4 in the enquiry. 

Ex. M4 : Memorandum dated : 11-9-87 issued 
to WWl. 

Ex. M5 : Memorandum dated 14-9-87 issued to 
WWl. 

Ex. M6 : Memorandum dated 14-9-87 issued to 
WAV1. 

Ex. M7 : Show cause notice dated 7-4-88 issued 
to WWl. 


Ex. M9 : Order dated : 4-8-88 of the Appellate 
Authority. 

BEFORE THE HON'BLE INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-I, HYDERABAD 

ID. No. 18 of 1997 
BETWEEN 

N. A. Sayeed. . . Petitioner)Workman 

AND 

Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 

National Mineral Development Corpo¬ 
ration Ltd., 

Khanij Bhavan, Masab Tank 

Hyderabad-500 028. ..Respondent 

JOINT MEMO FILED BY THE PARTIES 

It is submitted that the parties have entered into 
settlement under Section 18(1) of Industrial Disputes 
Act. The terms and conditions of the settlement 
are as follows : 

1. The petitioner-workman joined the respondent 
Corporation on 7-5-1977. He was placed under 
suspension on 27-8-1987 and his services were ter¬ 
minated on 30-5-1988- Aggrieved by the same an 
Industrial Dispute was raised. After protracted 
negotiations, the Management has agreed to pay a 
sum of Rs. 5,00,000 and the workman has agreed 
to receive the same for full and final settlement of 
his claim on the following terms : 

2. The Respondent. Management has agreed to pay 
a negotiated lump sum amount of Rs. 5.00 lakh 
(Rupees five lakh only) vide cheque bearing No. 
064654 dated 17-3-2001 drawn on State Bank of 
Hyderabad, NMDC Branch, Hyderabad. 

3. The Petitioner workman has agreed to receive 
the negotiated lump sum amount of Rs. 5.00 lakh 
(Rupees five lakh only) as full and final settlement 
of his case under adjudication. 

4. On receipt of the amount of Rs. 5.00 lakh only, 
the Petitioner workman has agreed not to raise any 
claim for the service rendered with the respondent 
towards reinstatement, back wages or any other claim 
whatsoever. 

5. The respondent Management has agreed to issue 
certificate under Section 89 of Income Tax Act, 1961 
for tax relief fop spreading the compensation. 

6. The respondent Management has also agreed to 
issue “Service Certificate*’ for the service rendered by 
the Petitioner workman with the Respondent. 

7. The petitioner hereby declares that he has no 
claim whatsoever against the respondent Manage¬ 
ment towards past or future claims. 
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It i$ therefore, ptifcd that the Hon’We 'CStotrt may 
be pleased to record the settlement and pass appro¬ 
priate award. 

Sd|~ Sd(- 

Counsel for Petitioner Petitioner 

(foi Ci Vidya Sagar) 


AMO 


The Chairman. 
Tuticorin Port Trust. 
Tuticorin. 

APPEARANCE : 


Management III Party. 


Sd|- Sdj- 

CoL'nid for Respondent Respondent 

(foi K Raghavacharyah) 

S, GURtWWXMl, Executive Director 
(Personnel) KM.D.C Ltd 
Masab Tank, Hyderabad-500 028 


For the Claimant. ■ ■ None 

For the Management. . . Shri L. Subra 
marinam and M; Srifam, Advocates 

AWARD 
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The Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of kufrsection (1) and subjection 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 • have referred the following dis¬ 
pute for adjudication vide order No. L-44011 
1|99|IR'(M) dated 24-8-1999 
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New‘Delhi, the 1st May, 2001 

S.O. 1138.—In pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby pub¬ 
lishes the award of the ' Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal]Labour Court, Chennai 
as shdwn in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Tuticorin Port Trust and 
their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 30-4-2001. 

[No. L-440ll[l|99-IR(M)l 
B. M. DAVTD, Under Secv. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TKIBUNAL-CUM-L A BOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 30th March, 2001 

PRESENT : 

K. KARTHTKEYAN Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 17412001 
(Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal I.D No. 

183|l-999) 

BETWEEN 
The General Secretary, 

Port Workers Union. 

Tuticorin .. Claimant 1 ! Party. 


“Whether the action of the management 
of Tuticorin P6rt Trilst in denying 
promotion in the cadre oif Fitter 
Highly Skilled Grade II to S|Shri 
A, Balsingam. T. Perumalkhap and 
M. Peerkasim Mohideen is justified 
and legal ? If not, to what relief the 
concerned Workmen are entitled T 

This order of reference was first made- to 
Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal by the Cen¬ 
tral Government. Ministry of Labour as an 
industrial dispute for adjudication 1 and the 
same was taken on file by that Tribunal as 

I.D. No. 183|99. Subsequently, by the orders 
of the Government, this case has been trans¬ 
ferred from the' file of that Tribunal to this 
Tribunal and was taken on file as I.D. No. 
17412001. 

2. This case was fixed on 30-3-2001, this 

date, as a final hearing after it has been, ad¬ 
journed to various dates from 22-01-2001, 
the date on which it Was taken on flic, on 
transfer. Though'the counsel for II Party 
alone whs present on various hearings of this 
case, neither the Claimant)! Party nor his 
counsel on record appeared and filed the 
Statement. Thre was no representation for 
the Claim ant 11 Party on all the dates of hear¬ 
ing i.e. on 05-02-2001, ^02-2001. 

O8-D3-2O01, 20-03-2001 and this date of 
final hearing 30-03-2001. 

3. From the perusal of records of this case, 
it is seen that the Claim Statement of the 
I PartyjClaimant has not been filed, thpugh 
the counsel on record for I Party j Claimant 
appeared by filing Vakalat on the first hearing 


1424 OII2001—1S, 









1 346 THB GAZETTE OF INDIA ; MAY 26, 2001/ JYAISTHA 5, 1923 


IParx II— Sbc. 3(g)] 


on 04-11-99 before the Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Tribunal and took time till this case was 
transferred to the file of this Tribunal on 
17-01-2001. Since the Claimantjl Party, nor 
his counsel on record, though received the 
notice sent by Registered Post of this Tribu-, 
nal, has not chosen to appear before this 
Tribunal and file his Claim Statement in 
this case. The non-filing of Claim Statement 
of the Claimant|I Party in this case ever since 
04-11-99 leads this Tribunal to presume that 
at present there is no dispute between them 
and hence Claimant|I Party has not come 
forward to prosecute this case on behalf of 
the aggrieved workmen. Accordingly. ‘No 
Dispute’ award is passed. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer and transcri¬ 
bed and typed by him and corrected and pro¬ 
nounced by me in the open court ip this day, 
the 30th March, 2001). 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 

snf, 2001 

*T.m. 1130.—fow trfnhnrcr, 1947 
(1947 *t 14) srnr 17 % 4 , 

trepir 4. tyn: tm % suftraw % fmttavt 
xftx *4* i ri ^ *fK mrstff 4 fafirsr nWffir* 
fwnrc ?t nr*iT ’rfhftfiw *tfsre<.n/*TH ^ri*tT^nr 
%■ erw ofr nrrn: 

fit 4 2001 Tt irrtr prr «rr 1 

[ 4 . ow-35011/9/99-mf mr (TT*r)] 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S.O. 1139.—In pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby pub¬ 
lishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal, Mumbai as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management 
M|s. Super Star and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government 
on 4-5-2001. 

[No. L-35011|9|99-IR(M)1 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secv. 

annexure 

BFFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. IL 
MUMBAI 


PRESENT : 

S. N. SAUNDANKAR 

Reference No. CGIT-2|70 of 2000 

Employers in relation to the Management of 
M]s. Super Star. 

The Partner, M|s. Super Star, 

Room No. 20, Chawl No. 249, 

Opp. Jamalia Apartment 
Mumbai. 

AND 

Their Workmen 

The President. 

Goa Trade & Commercial Workers Union, 
Belho’s Building, 2nd Floor. 

Opp. Muncipal Garden. 

Panjim, Goa. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers No Appearance. 

For the Workmdn. - Mr. Suhaas 
Naik Representative. 

Mumbai, dated the 27tb March, 2001 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, by its Order No. L-35011|9|99|IR 
(M), dtd. 25-05-2000, have referred the: 
following Industrial Dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the management 
of M|s. Super Star Goa in not dis¬ 
cussing the Charter of Demands 
dated 75-3-1999 raised by the Goa 
Trade and Commercial Workers 
Union, Goa, is legal and justified ? 
If not, to what relief the workmen 
are entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference this Tri¬ 
bunal issued notices to the union and the 
management. In response to that, the union 
apprared before this Tribunal. Notice was 
not served on the management for want of 
correct address However, the union vide- 
purshis (Exhibit-9) dated 23-1-2001 appris¬ 
ed that the union does not want to proceed 
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with the matter. Therefore the following order 
is passed :— 

ORDER 

The reference stands dpisposed off for 
non-prosecution vide purshis (Exhi¬ 
bit-9). 

S. N. SAUNDANKAR. Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUS¬ 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2. MUMBAI 

Ref. No. CGIT-2|70|2000 

Employers in Relation to the. 

Management of, 

M|s. Super Star. 

AND 

Their Work m en 

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR 

In the above matter the workmen of M|s. 
Super Star were being represented by the 
union namely Goa Ind. & Corn-worker Union. 
However in between all the workmen have 
disappeared from the above shipyard and 
their whereabouts are not known, nor the 
workmen have contacted the union represen¬ 
tative till date. 

As such due to lack of communication 
from workers the union in unable to proceed 
with the matter. 

It is, therefore, prayed that the necevary 
order be passed in terms of above statement 
of union. 

Date : 23-01-2001. 

Murmugao—Goa : 

SUHAAS NAIK, Secy. 
Goa Trade of Com. Workers Union 

>T$ 2001 

ft w ii 4 o —sfarffik fkrre 1947 

(1947 tt 14) srrrr 17 v anrtm ir, %nfbr 

rrw' mr <ft ffryfkT wNUvr % mmv $ 

fantwr hk ski; t.'Avrn % 4k, srrxtr h 

ffUrtfw fkrnr k trorrt, tfixftfVw 

stftPkST/’sm kiirtmt wpjt ^ w? kr 

sroft kt 4 2001 

itrt fsrrur 1 

[?r. ik-290i3/i/AO-it.in4tl 
k.tnr. sTrc, vfTr 


New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S.O. 1140.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of M.P. State Mining Corporation and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on 4-5-2001. 

[No. L-29013/1/80-D-m. B.] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT IN¬ 
DUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 

JABALPUR (MP) 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/28/81 

PRESIDING OFFICER' Shri K. N. Rai. 

The General Secretary, 

Satna Stone and Lime Workers Union, 

79/10, Krishna Nagar, Satna. .. .Applicant. 

Versus 

The Manager, 

Babmore Lime Stibe Nubem, 

M.P. State Mining Corporation, 

Satna. .. ^Non-applicant. 

AWARD 

Passed on this 8th day of February, 2001 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour 
has referred the following dispute fer adjudication by 
this tribunal:— 

“Whether or not the wages paid to the workers 
of Babmore Lime Stone Mine of MP State 
Mining Corporation at Sitpura District Satna 
are fair and reasonable. In either case to 
what relief are these workers entitled to ana 
m what form ?” 

2. Neither the workman nor their representative 
appeared in the court when the case was called on 
for hearing. Hence proceeded ex-parte against them. 
The workman had not been able to establish their 
claim by educing evidence in respect thereof. In view 
of this fact, no dispute between the parties exivs. 

3. In vievy of the foregoing reasons No Dispute 
Award is passed. The workmen are .not entitled to 
any relief as claimed by them. In this way (he refer¬ 
ence is answered in favour of the management and 
againit the workman. 

4. Copy of award be sent to the Government cf 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

K, M. RAI, President Offiaef 
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*fT.ST. 1141:—,srfirfajg<b 1947 
( 1947 , vr 14 ) ( *T ,tflTT 1 7 % tR^OT Sf, ,%?$* 
ff^iR r£?,RTff?pT »hh^vh .,% snfw .% 

3 *% «h'4^rt % tftw, injw Jf, 
ftf+W sfaftftr fTOTC # %^flT WTfHT d“Wtfw 
wfimw/TO JWWfTO, TOSTJT % TOT? *t yrTfVRT 
vrfft X 4t %nftw ffT’TTT Tt r 4 *rir, 2001 .*) 

TFfT JWTWT t 

{^.,^-29013/1/80-^ III 4t] 
tft.rnr, *fTO, W #TO 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

SO. 1141.—in pursuance of Section 17 of Ah* 
Industrial Dilute Acf, 1947 (l+of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government {ltr^hy publish csthc award of the 
Central Government Industrial . Tribunal. Jabalpur as 
shown in the Anncxure in tne Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of M.P. State Mining Corporation and . their 
workmao.whiph wtutweeivedby the Central Govern¬ 
ment on 4-5-2001. 

[No., L-29013/1 /80-D.m.B] 
B. M, DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT IN¬ 
DUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-1AMOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR (MP) 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/4/84 

PRESIDING OFFICER Shri K. N. Rai. 

Shri JR. K. Gupta, 

Hospital .Road, Satna. ...Applicant. 

Versus 

The Manager, 

M.P. State Mining Corporation Ltd., 

E~f/fl7, Arera Colony, Bhopal. 

The Manager’ 

M.P. Bute Mining Corporation. 

Bambor* Lime Stone Mines, 

Rajendra''Nagar, Satna. ... Non-npplicant. 

AWARD 

Pajt^d op this ,12th day of March, 2001 

1. Ttife Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide order No. L-29013/1/90-D.m.B has referred 
the following dispute for adjudication by this tribu¬ 
nal-— 

"Whether or not the wages paid to the worker* 
of Barhbore Lime Stone Mine of MP State 
Mining Corporation at Sitptira District 
Satna are fair and reasonable. In either 
ease to what relief are these workers entitled 
and in what form ?" 

2. The workman did not, appear in 1 ha court ©a 
rib- date of hearing and therefore the case procee-IM 


ex,parte against Rim. No ,topute,-between tbs parites 
exists. 

3. In view of the above jmid facts, it is held that no 
dispute exists between the parties and therefore the 
workman is not entitled to any relief at claimed by 
him. In this'way the reference is answered in favour 
of the management and against the 1 workman. 

4. Copy of award be sent to Ministry of Labour 
as per . rules. 

K. M. RAI, Presiding Officer 
ftnft, 8..*rf,. aoo 1 

TTjrrr, 1 i 42 --ritrttfTOiirowrtfirfaro, 1947 
(1947 an 14) aft ht^t 17 % rrjtm *f, 
trriFK 4. OTfpr %mttinw, ato % ?4a#a 

% r« froUrtf xftT gnfaitf . % 4 tw, tpjaa 
n sftar'tfw front n toftf.imrc tftnftfhw 

ufavm/vm igiTRur, tJUct tV ronftRr 

qrrtfV If, 4 t 4 rnftw rn,frr 4 ut 2001 vt srptr 
jut nr 1 

[s. tptr-2901 1 / 1 / 95 -wrf dK (rr)1 
•fr .RR, xfro.mrt <ufro 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2001 

S.O. 1142.—-In pursuance , of Section 17 of the 
Industrial .Dispute, Act, 19+7 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby .publishes the award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Rota a* 
shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial Dispute bet¬ 
ween the employers in relation to the management 
M/s. Anand Sales Corporation, Rota and their work¬ 
man, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-5-2001 

[No. .L-29011/1 /95-IR(M)3 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

■stop 

.g.gflfftr, tfanfro '-wtgtfn^trtyr ^nfrir/^JT/yrsTo/ 
’ f tereft -t rrftmft «fV ut*r wnr wrotft, wr. 
trw.t.irtr. 

ftfsr tnprrw wtop : *rt. »*r./4mftw/i6/9 5 
fort* TOtBrT : 19/6/93 

5JTO RITfT tpWITT, TO ri f»te4V% UT+W 

TO t[w-2901l/l/95“?rrii.wrr. 

(firfro) frow 9 - 6-95 
fafvr w+dfltt . snt io(t)(^) 

dWtfw f+wre rrfafaTO, 194,7 

mw 

ror^r *rr (pw) toto tot), fwWr-wtST 1 

—WriFr ntfirtT Jjfro+ 
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flfr tottt fay rum, *n%wr tor! totot fttrt 
TOTOkro,'%ftr i —TOrfHWtror 
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«fr rnffa 'Mfr 

wrsrpiff frofTOrr aft tfrr ft s fafafa — 

tft *t tft. TOT 

ufafrofa frmr 1-3-2001 
ufirfWi 

<rmr totot, tot touto, wffmft 5 m uroft 
sto iifoyro i fe. e- 6 - 03 % TTfr^frow ft^sr fam, 
s/hfifw firm ufufaTOT, 1947 (frot 
"wfafrow” % TO-rtfim faro to^tt 1 ) iff tnn 
10 ( 1 ) (*r) % tototw to smrfTOrro vtsrfa- 
Mwrtf TOtfatr fr*r «r*rr {[ — 

"w sw *ft ttttw fay crrm tatf-rom 
tow TO<rtkm, vfcr imTORfr 
«<MfST *f TOtfTW TOfafft 4 frf%UT«W 1993-94 
^ ^jrorw Ttror frwftw TOTT 4 Rrw*(mrmwTTt 
tO TOfcnyt gfw to fi n r tn ^ wi $? ttfwmffwt 
toItot frofa srPTvnt wtrorwreT TOrir^yrour f ?” 

2. fMfar/fam sTimfiiv^r t wrer yPf tt 
'rotor® wowr fwnrt *t tjtot faftrro to A 
Trft 4 ft mft fro to toft too aft vtr 

WT% TOTOtTOT n«j« fait < 1 # TOT WRff ufaTr 
UfaTOT *lft WtT % ((M 4 WTO-TOT 3 TOTW faWT TOM 

3 nr* wsnwdt to TfarftWT trot Jjftror 
f^*r?T- ft trw tow wr*fT srfaw: jjfHw* *^r cfnc Ir 
weft > ’tfr tttoVtrt to wfa$w ufaf-r fa «fr 

wtftrr j Ttoft to tnmff favNfa sftrtt mw 
Tfavr toft to ufcr^w sftftftr ift ft tft 
% 'tWiWrftrrRT # wfro-r tor to ^t^rtshtot- 
tot $ tto wnfrn-w wrjw tt try fator fa*r 
fa ■yfa tori <r«ft tow wfTOw fajfa faro® % 

TOT t Ufa TOfWmW ^ WTTOTT % WfTW yfat 

TTTqrft TOfiVn tort yt tot $ tot to TOffl% 

TTTOT W1TOT % T f%TT IT-RTT W ffm ^ 

-|, TO TOTftW % TOUT TT fTOT fwT 

Tf ufmr to % ufafwfro tt fror m 1 TTOTTf 
% IRT fro 7f?fT TT TOlftWT TORT JTT | 
tott frogw from tow^T-to t ufro f^«rr yur 11 

4 - U^JfiTT^T TTTlftW-TT Vt TTOTTt -Tf TfTTT 
TTR-IWT W TOUiTf TOf Wt W#t ytTT RffTTO 

fTTf W^TTIRT TOTrtTT TOftv TO irfvT^W T7 

fanrr w 1 ^ T>ft Twt % tot wftp fir^RTr 
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% TOU T TT ufkw fTTO-frm" Tf WTO TOT 
ufrPtfw'TO TOrfkr PptrTOro'ti 

Tfu tot TOpRfr,’4t(TO«fkr 

Tt'k? 1 ^, 8 Tf- 2001 

to *u 1143 .—rfwrtfiw frTOT’ cftrfrwtf, 1947 
(1947 to u) ifTirm 17% 4 t#it 

wttot i.Tw.TOf .iff. % swTOfrr ^ to® fufrTOf 
nk • wt% i, t4to^ % ^r, TOptor' # fwfm 
fTW‘« tffrftf^P wfiJTTTkT^TOTWT 
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TTTOT ! ’%t 4Wf ,2001 %t ’ fllkf 1 gTO 1 TO I 

[if .T^W—15012/ 3/ 9 O-MI TOTf^r)] 
^t.TO- Tfro, TOT wfror 

N«w’ Delhi, the 8th MAy, 2001 

S.O. 1143.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby publishes the award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur i* 
shown in the Artnexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the ^manage¬ 
ment ESPC arid their Workman, which Was received 
by the Central Government on 4-5-‘2t)01. 

[NO. L-P50l2/3/90-IR(M>] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT IN¬ 
DUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR (MP) 

Case Nb. CGIT/LC/R/82/91 

PRESIDING OFFICER • Shri K. N. Rai. 

Shri Ramnath, 

S/o Mhasuji hfungibalhal, . . .Applicant 

Versus 

Employees State Insurance Corporation, 
through the Joint RcgMuhl DirectOr-1/C. 
Sub-Regional Office, 

Nagpur. • Non-applicant. 

AWARD 

Passed on ttts 7th day of March, £001 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide order No. L-15012/3/90TR(Misc) dated 
19-4-91 has referred die following dispute for ad¬ 
judication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the termination order issued by the 
Regional Director, Employees State insur¬ 
ance CorpbfaSdn, Bdtnb&y Sited 17-5-85 
effective from 30-1-85 in respect of Shri 
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R. M. Mungi Balhal, LDC of Employees 
State Insurance Corporation, Nanded is 
justified and legal ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled ?’ 


2. The case for the workman is that he was em¬ 
ployed as temporary LDC by the management on 
13-8-82. He was posted in the management’s local 
office at Nanded, Maharashtra. He was illegally ter¬ 
minated by the management w.e.f. 30 4-85. He conti¬ 
nuously worked with the management w.e.f. 13-8-82 
to 30-1-85. Thereafter his sendees were continued 
upto 30-4-85. At the time of appointment, lie was 
assured by the officers of the management that he 
would be regularised in due course of time. He was 
regularly paid his salary as other employees were 
being paid according to payment register. For regu- 
larisatipn he appeared in the test on 13-3-33 but could 
not succeed. After the termination of his services he 
requested the management for re-employment, but to 
no effect. The order of termination of service passed 
by the management is absolutely illegal and deserves 
to be quashed. He is entitled to reinstatement with 
back wages. 

3. The case for the management is that the work¬ 
man was appointed temporarily as LDC on 13-8-82 
on the basis of interview held on 5-4-82. He was post¬ 
ed at local office, ESI Corporation, Nanded. In terms 
of provisions of Regulation 2H2) of the ESI Corpo¬ 
ration (Recruitment) Regulations. 1965 filling up the 
regular post of LDC against direct quota is made 
through open competitive examination. The workman 
was given chance to appear for the open competitive 
examination on 13-3-83 and 12-8-84. He could not 
qualify in both the test and therefore as could not 
be appointed as LDC on regular basis. The workman 
could not qualify in the test and therefore his services 
were terminated w.e.f. 30-4-85. In view of ail tbesd 
facts, the termination order passed by the manage¬ 
ment against the workman is legal which do not, 
require any interference. 

4. The following issues arise for decision in this 
case :— 

1. Whether the termination order passed by 
the management dated 30-1-85 resulting in 
terminating the services of workman is 
just and proper. 

2. Whether the workman is entitled to re¬ 
instatement with back wages ? 

3. Relief and costs ? 

5. Issues Nos. 1 & 2 : It is an admitted fact that Dr 
workman was appointed as LDC on adhoc basis for 
a fixed period. In each span of appointment, the 
workman was given a fixed term and on each occa¬ 
sion, fresh appointment was given to him. He was 
also given two opportunities to appear in the test 
for regularisation as LDC but he could not succeed. 
Jn the eventi of his failure in the test, fiis term 
of appointment was not renewed after 27-4-85. 

6. Tire Employees State Insurance Corporation has 
framed ESI Corporation Recruitment (Regulations) 
1965 for appointment to various posts and this re¬ 
gulation has a force of law. The, procedure laid down 
for the regular appointment to a particular post must 
be strictly followed. The relevant provisions of ESI 


Corporation Recruitment Regulations, 1965 are as 
under: 

1. Recruitment shall be made by either or both 

of the following methods: 

(a) by open competitive examination ; 

(b) selection by a Departmental Committee. 

2. Recruitment to the following category of 

posts shall be made by open competitive 
examinations: 

(a) Managers, Grade II anq insurance Inspec¬ 

tors (all candidates shall initially be ap¬ 
pointed as inspectors); 

(b) Technical assistant, 

(c) Hindi Assistant; 

(d) Personal Assistant; 

(e) Stenographers ; 

(f) Lower division clerk/Adrema operators/ 

computer/tclephonc operator. 

Provided that an interview by a Departmental 
Committee may be held m respect of recruitment to 
such categories of the posts as the Director General 
may from time to time specify. Only candidates who 
qualify in the written test shall be called tor inter¬ 
view. 

7. The aforesaid regulation makes it mandatory 
to clear the written test conducted by the Corpora¬ 
tion for selection to the post of LDC. If the candi¬ 
date does not clear the test he cannot claim a right 
to the post. In the instant case, the workman was 
given two opportunities to cleai the test for regular 
appointment to the post of LDC, but he could not 
succeed. In such circumstance, at this stage he cannot 
claim the regular appointment to the post of LDC 
for which he was given ad hoc appointment for fixed 
period of time. He was required to clear the written 
test as laid down in the recruitment rules. In the 
case of failure in the written test he cannot claim to 
be regularised to the post ol LDC. The management 
had given him ample opportunity to deal the writ¬ 
ten test for getting regular appointment as per re¬ 
cruitment rules. It was the duty of workman to clear 
the written test but he could not succeed. In such a 
circumstance, he cannot claim the regularisation to 
the post of LDC as a matter of right. 

8. In the instant case, it cannot be held that the 
workman was retrenched from service. His case is not 
covered under the definition of retrenchment as laid 
down in Sec-2(oo) of I.D. Act. 1947, The manage¬ 
ment was fully justified in not renewing his term of 
appointment as well as in givwtr him regular appoint¬ 
ment tb the post of LDC as claimed by him. Hence 
he is not entitled to reinstatement with back wages. 
Issues No. 1 & 2 are answered accordingly. 

9. Issue No, 3.—In Hew of my findings, given on 
Ts*ue Nos. 1 & 2, the workman is not entitled to any 
relief As claimed by him in this case, ! dis termina¬ 
tion is just and proper. He cannot daim reinstate- 
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mcnt with back wages. The reference is accordingly 
answered in favour of the management and against 
the workman. 

10, Copy of the award be sent to the Ministry of 
Labour as per rules. 

K. M. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ fetft, 10 jtf, 2001 

TTT.tTT. 1144.—TjWtffpfT Itfafim, 1947 

(1947 spT 14) snrr 17 % 
trwrr *omr nfi % tonEra % 

% afrit, f ftfapss sfWrffpa 
fwra % trFFOT stteftf'W tra -.jtttfpt 

& <rinz «r> smfitTfr =rxaff t, ^ %^tt*rriTrT 

«Ft &-5-2001 ^ arr^r ipsrr *rr 1 

[#. triT-3601 2/3/97-FTf.FTT. (t?*T. )] 

sff . TTTT . STapi trfa? 

New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 1 

S.O. 1144.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 

Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Chennai 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
Madras Port Trust and iheir workman, which was 
received by the Centra] Government on 9-5-2001. 

[No. Lo6012|3|97-IR(Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

annexure 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL. GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 30th March, 2001 

PRESENT : 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer. 
Industrial Dispute No. 473|2001i 

(Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 14198) 
BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, 

Dr. Anibedkar Port Trust and 

Dock Labour Employees Union, . . .Claimant/Party 

AND 

The Chairman, 

Madras Port Trust. . Management]!! party 

APPEARANCE : 

For the Claimant.—SjShri K. Raja and K. 
Marinath, Advocates. 

bor the Management.—M]s. Iyer and Dolia, 
Advocates, 


4*51 


REFERENCE : 

Order No. L-36012[3l97-lR(Misc.) dt. ilst 
December, 1997, Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. 

This dispute on coming up before me for final 
hearing on to-day, the 30th March, 2001 for decid¬ 
ing the industrial dispute between the parties referr¬ 
ed to in the Schedule. As a transferred case from 
the Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal, change of vaka- 
lat for the Management is filed by M|s. Iyer & 
Dolia, Advocates. Both the parties to the proceed¬ 
ings are not present. In the absence of counsel for 
the I Party|Claimant, there is no representation for 
them. 

AWARD 

This dispute on coming up before me for final 
exercise of the powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, have referred the 
following dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L» 
36012|3]97-]R(Misc.) dated 31-12-97 : 

“Whether the demand of Dr. Ambedkar Madras 
Port Trust and Dock Labour Board Emp¬ 
loyees for promotion to S|Shri C. Pandian, 
K. Dcenadayalan, P. Sridhar and K. Dak- 
shinamurthy from Lascar Gr. II to 
Lascar Gr. I based on their original senio¬ 
rity in the Lascar Gr. II on the basis of 
their date of joining against the Manage¬ 
ment of Madras Port Trust is justified? If 
so, to what relief the workmen are entitl¬ 
ed ?’’ 

1. This case, originally refeired to the Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Tribunal for adjudication by the above 
said reference of Central Government was taken on 
file there as l.D. No. 14|98. After issuance of notice 
to either parties, they appeared before that Tribunal 
through their counsel and after granting time periodi¬ 
cally on request by the 1 Party ^Petitioner ever sint-e 
25-8-1998, the I Party had filed their Claim State¬ 
ment only on 19-7-99. later, after getting so many 
extension of time on request, the II Party [Manage¬ 
ment have filed the’.r Counter Statement before that 
Tribunal on 31-1-2000. Later, as per the orders of 
transfer passed by the Central Government, this case 
was transferred from the file of Tamil Nadu Indus¬ 
trial Tribunal to the file or this Tribunal in the last 
week of lanuary, 2001, On receipt of records of 
this case from that Tribunal, the case was taken on 
file as I.D, No. 473[2O01 on 14-2-2001. Notices were 
ordered to the counsel on either side, informing them 
about the transfer of this case jo the file of this Court 
from the Tamil Nadu Industral Tribunal, with a 
direction to appear before this Court with their res¬ 
pective parties to prosecute this case further on the 
appointed dated on 2-3-2001. On that day, neither 
the counsel ou record no; the parties on cither side 
were present and hence fresh notice was ordered to 
be sent to both the parties direct bv Registered Post 
with . acknowledgement can,' for the hearing 
16-3-2001. On 16-3-2001, the counsel represent¬ 
ing the II Pa rt y j Man a geme nt alone was present. No 
cne from the I PartyjUnion was present inspite of 
the notice sent by Registered Post to the I Party 
was served for hearing oq J 6-3-2001. There was 
no representation to the I Party on that day, hence 
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the case wa* adjourned to 30-3-200l,,thi> d*f tor 
the I party, to appear before, this Court for enquiry 
and.proposed chunrel fof the II Party to filc Vakalat. 

3. When the matter was taken up today, Mja. Iyer 

and Doha, (Advocate* filed their vakalat as change 
of vakalat for the Management] II party. Today 
also both the parties are not present. The counsel 
for I PartylCftnmant also not present. There is no 
representation on the side of the I Party, Inspite of 
registered notice sent by thU Tribunal, first to the 
counsel on record and nest to the I Party|Clalmant 
direct on record and they were duly sorted as per the 
postal acknowledgement, neither the I PartyfClaim- 
ant, nor the counsel on record is present today to 
prosecute this case, il is posted as a last 

chance for them to appear and proceed with enquiry. 

4. The non r appearance of n the I Party|Cl««Mtnt 
jnspitc of receipt of notice by tbc Registered Pott 
enable?, this Tribunal to awpulode that the I Party| 
Qaiojftnt js disinclined to prosecute this dispute, due 
to non-existence of any dispute with the II Party 
with regard to the aspect nientipned as a djapute as 
referred to in the Schedule of Reference, Hence, 
this reference is closed and this Industrial Dispute is 
dismissed for non-prosecution and default. 

5. In the result, ‘no relief award is passed. No 
Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
typed by h‘to and corrected and pranw*i«ed by me 
iu the open court on this day, the 30th-March, 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 

^ io nf, aooi 

vt «rr. t us.—-rfWVfrv hum trfsrrinrw, 1947 
(1947 wr m) afl httt 17 ^ tprurw tofW 
worn; ww dWff? % uwmx % mu fWtvtfi 
arkiwfc ffar ri ft tpjftu ft fftfsre ft’lft’rfw 
frRTe ft iytntwr, ^itflfhar ^vrmu 

ft to ft) tranfitw arrtft & ft) ftrirbr ?tpctv 

ftt 9-5-2001 ftt JtFW fwr ur 1 

[w. tf5r~330i2/i/84-srTf.fnr, (qar).] 
tffts, tprt nfnc 

Neu Delhi,, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1145.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In- 
dustiral Disputes Act, 1947 (14 pf 1947), the Cen- 
ral Government hereby publishes the Award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Chennai as 
shown in tb© Annexure in the Industrial Dispute bet¬ 
ween the employers in relation to the management 
Madras Port Tfiist and their workman, which was re¬ 
ceived by the Cental Government on 9-5-2001. 

[No. L-33012/1 /84-IR<Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy, 

ANNEXURE 

BEfiQRE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TIUBUNAL-CUM-IjAEOUIt. 
COURT*, CHBNNAJ 


X Karthikeyiya, Presiding Officer. 

Industrial Dispute No. : 3S0I2001 

(Tamil Nadu Indultnal Tribunal I.D. No. 184[94) 

BETWEEN 

Shri A. Raataswamy 

Chennai. . Petitioner /I Party. 

AND 

The Chairman, 

Madrats Port Trust, Cheniai : ManagementjU Party 
APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner : M|s, A. L, Natarsjan and 
K. Ramaswamy. Advocates. 

For the Management Sri. R. Armugam, Advo¬ 
cate, 

Reference : 

Order N. L-33012|lJ8A-A|IR(Mise.) dt. 3-10-94, 
Govenunent of India, Ministry *>f Labour, 
New Delhi. 

This, dispute«n coming u p befoe me for final hearing 
on 9-3-2001, qpon perusing the reference. Claim State¬ 
ment, Counter. Statement and other material papers 
on record,, the documentary evidence let in von ciher 
side mid .upon perusing the written arguments filed 
by the counsel tor the I PartylChumamt Sri A. L. 
Natarsjan ; and the written notes of arguments filed 
by .the counsel for the Management! II Party Sn R. 
Arumugam and this dispute having stood over till this 
da(te for consideration, this Tribunal passed the 
following:—• 

AWARD 

This reference by the Central Government in exer¬ 
cise of powers conferred by clause (d) pf sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 in respect of dispute bet¬ 
ween Sri, A. Ramaswamy, Workman,and the Chair¬ 
man, Madras Port Trust, Chennai, Management, men¬ 
tioned as schedule appended to the order of reference: - 

The Schedule reads as fallow* :— 

"Whether the action of-the, management of Madras 
Port Trust in discharging Sri. A. Rama¬ 
swamy with effect from 6-3-J97Q is justified? 
If not, to what relief the Workman is 
entitled ?’’ 

This order of reference was first made to Tamil 
Nadu Industrial Tribunal by the Central Government, 
Ministry of Labour as an industrial dispute for ad¬ 
judication by that Tribunal. The same was taken 
on file there ns I.D. No. 184|94, That Tribunal 
has sent notices to both parties to appear and to 
file their respective Claim and Counter Statement. 
On receipt of notice from that Tribunal, both the 
parties appeared before- that Tribunal and filed their 
Claim Statement and Counter Statement with docu¬ 
ments respectively. When the matter was taken up 
for enquiry there, bv the consent of counsd on either 
side, documents on either side were marked as exhibits 
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Wl to W10 and Ml to M4, Then counsel on either 
side filed their respective written arguments. At this 
stage, as per orders of transfer passed by the Central 
Government, this industrial dispute has been trans¬ 
ferred from the file of the Taimil Nadu Industrial Tri¬ 
bunal to the file of this Tribunal for adjudication. On 
receipt of records of this case on transfer from Namil 
Nadu Industrial Tribunal, this case has been taken on 
file as Industrial Dispute No, 380|200] on 2-2-2001 
and notices were ordered to be sent to counsel on 
either side informing them about the transfer of this 
case to this Tribunal and to appear before this Tri¬ 
bunal for hearing on 19-2-2001. On 19-2-2001, the 
I party | Workman was present and filed a petition 
requesting adjournment. The counsel for the II Party 
was present. As per the request of the T Farty the 
enquiry for this case was adjourned to 9-3-2001 for 
the counsel on record for either side to advance further 
arguments, if any, in this case on the respective sides. 
On 9-3-2001, counsel on either side apeared and 
informed this Court tha|t they have bo further argu¬ 
ments to advance except what they have filed already 
by way of written arguments in this case when it was 
pending before the Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal, 
hence this caise was adjourned from that date to this 
date for passing orders. 

2. The averments in the Claim Statement of the 
I Party|Claimant are briefly as follows :•—The 1 Party! 
Workman[Claimant (herein after referred to as peti¬ 
tioner) was employed on and from 17-2-1961 as a 
Mazdoor in the mechanical department of the II Partyl 
Management (hereinafter referred to as Respondent). 
Tlic Petitioner was provided with token No. 13859. In 
the year 1969, he was made permanent with basic 
monthly salary with other allowances and his token 
number has been changed as T. No. 4215. From 
6-3-1970, his services was terminated. Thereafter he 
made several representations Written and oral as well 
before the department authorities. After a long time 
he received a reply dafed 7-5-1975 on behalf of the 
Respondent, wherein it was stated that he was dis¬ 
charged from the Trust’s service on '6-3-1970, due to 
completion of work and there was no suitable vacant 
post to be offered td him in that Trust. Actually 
he worked in the mechanicajl department of the Res¬ 
pondent not on the basis of anv contract but as Maz¬ 
door on the permanent basis Therefore, he approached 
the department officials of the Respondent at frequent 
intervals to represent the matter seeking m-emnlnvmen* 
As the matter was being dragged on and nil his efforts 
for getting re-emplovnvmt rendered in vein, he issued 
a legal notice dated 11-7-83 to the Resoondent for Ins 
reinstatement Th" Chief Engineer of (he Mechani¬ 
cal Deoartment of the Resoondent had sent til replv 
dated 1-9-83, stating that he was discharged from 
Trust’s service w ; th effect from 6-3-1970 on d'sei- 
plinnK grounds and the onestion of his reinstatement 
would not arise As all his sincere nffempN for several 
years tn gw reinstatement proved fnt’ol be raised in- 
.dcsfiml rhsrfte hv h's annlTeafton dated 7_| 1j-83 
before fbe Assistant T abour Commissioner fCent-aV) 

for conciliation orcc-edmcs On f “"illr<‘ of ‘/'U,■ 1 . 

tion. the Assistant Labour Commissioner ha's sent a 
report to the Government dated 11 -7-84 Suhsecmeptlv 
the Government deeidod not to refer this dispute for 
adjudication to the Tribunal because it had found that 
the casual workmen in this dispute was discharged 
from service on disciplinalrv ground from 6-7-1970 
142J OTI?noi - 1( t 


due to negligence in watch duty under the standing 
orders of Port Trust apart from the fact that the dis¬ 
pute has been raised after a lapse of about 13 years 
without any plausible reason. Then the Petitioper 
filed a Writ Petition in W.P. No. 12218|1984 before 
the Hon’blc High Court. The High Court was 
pleased to pass an order dated 24-6-94 directing the 
Government to refer the matter as an industrial dispute 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 4 of In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act. Then the Government was 
pleased to refer the matter to the Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

3. The Respondent has taken three different con¬ 
flicting stands regarding the removal of Petitioner from 
service. In the first reply to the Petitioner letter, the 
Respondent informed him that he was retrenched from 
service because the work hofd been completed and 
there is no suitable post to be offered to him in the 
Trust. But in the subsequent letter dated 1-8-93, the 
Respondent changed his stand and stated that the Peti¬ 
tioner had been removed from service on disciplinary 
grounds. As the orders cited two different reasons 
for the removal of Claimant from service, the removal 
cannot stand on the test of law and hence the Peti¬ 
tioner is entitled to reinstatement, back wages and 
coninuity of service. The Respondent contended in the 
Counter Statement filed in the Writ Petitioner 
No. 12289|84 that the Petitioner was discharged from 
service on disciplinary grounds on 6-3-1970 under 
clause 42(a) and 42(e)(1) of the Standing Orders 
of the Port Trust of India, as per the memo of Chief 
Fngineer dated 5-3-1970 due to negligence in watch 
dutv which resulted in the theft of welding cables at 
S & A Yard on 24-5-1969. Even if such allegation 
of negligence on watch duty has got anv ground the 
alleged dismissal from service could not be Drctper, it 
is illegal Hence, this Tribunal maty be pleased to 
^instate the Claimant vfith all brick waves since the 
date of termination of service and Continuity of 
service, 

4 The averments In the Counter Statement of fVi ' 
TT Partv[Management am briefly as follows The 
claiim made bv the Petitioner is a stale one and ben re, 
the disrate is liable to he dismissed in limine. The 
Petitioner was disebaged on disciplinary grounds bv 
an order Idated 5-3-70 The Petitioner admittedly 
raised this dispute onlv in November 1993 The 

record 1 ' relating to the Petitioner including the rele¬ 
vant file relating to disciplinary action taken aigainst 
the Petitioner wem destroyed in normal course. Tn 
fact the Respondent vide letter dated 17 1-84 in¬ 
formed thd Assistant I ibonr Commissioner /Cen¬ 
tral TH alioW "be wm_nvai1g|hi1itv of records relating 
to the Petitioner at the distant date The Petitioner 
havirw ofennerl over the matter or more thari 17 years 
it Ts not now open to the Petitioner to blame the 
Respondent, The Petitioner was purely encaged afe 
a casual mazdoor on daily rated Wages from 17-2-1-961 
with several breaks. As he worked as casual mag- 
door bis case was considered and be was appointed 
on 15-7-1060 as a temporary mazdoor on fixed oaKr 
n f pt; 70 per mensem w"tb ■dl allowances as admissi¬ 
ble for a period unto 31-10-1069 -mbiect *n review' 
ib- -enPer or earlier as mav be necessary. His tempo- 
rarv aPPoin f mcnt on fixed oav wn|s further extended 
f nr „ nuriod of siv months with effect from 

1.1-1970 subiect to review' thereafter or 
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sferlier as may be necessary. The peti¬ 
tioner was posted to watch duty on 24-5-1 969 during 
22.00 hours to 06.00 hrs shift at S & A Yard and 
due to his- negligence in watch duty, resulted in theft 
of welding Cables. Therefore, he was discharged from 
Trust Service by an order dated 5-3-70 on disciplinary 
grounds with effect from 6-3-1970 (Afternoon), undci 
Clause 42A (2) and 42(C) (1) of Standing Orders 
of Port Trust of India. The Petitioner did not 
challenge the said order. In the year 1975 he gave a 
petition and the Respondent sent a repl} 
to that Petition. Even after i eceipt of th; 
reply the Petitioner did not raise any dispute. Then 
in 4983 i.e. ’after a period of 13 years take up the 
closed matter once again by sending a representation 
for re-appointment. The respondent implied to the 
■representation then itself. It is incorrect to state 
that, after his termination he made several represen¬ 
tations Written and oral. He did not make any re¬ 
presentation in-between 1970 to 4974. Tt is incorrect 
to‘ State that 'he worked as mazdoor on permanent 
basis. The earlier communication of tile Respondent 
stating r*the reajson, for the termination of work of 
J%titioner as the work has been completed and there 
Is no suitable- post to be offered was given by over¬ 
sight, i The Petitioner cannot take advantage of the 
reason given in the earlier communication. He is not 
eh(ifled for reinstatement, back wages or continuity 
of service. 'Hence, it is prayed that the Hon’ble 
Court' may be pleased to dismiss the above dispute 
refecting ’ the order of reference. 

" 5. The Point for my consideration is “Whether the 
action of the- management- of Madras Port Trust in 
dhreharging’ Sri. A " Ramaswatmy with effect front 
S-3->70 is justified, if not to what relief the Workman 
is entitled.” 

-Point :—It is admitted that the Petitioner Sri. A. 
Ramaswamy was engaged by the Rcspondent|Manage- 
ment as a casual mazdoor on daily rated wages from 
17-2-1961. It is the averment in the Counter State¬ 
ment* tharthough.he tvaiv-working as casual mazdoor 
from 17-2^-1961 with several breaks, his case was 
considered as a temporary mazdoor om fixed pay of 
Rs. 70 per meirsum’ with all allowances as admissible 
for a - period mpto .31-12-69, subject to review there¬ 
after or earlier, as maybe necessary. The allega¬ 
tion in the Claim Statement that in the year 1969, 
the’ Petitioner’s employment because-permanent has 
not been admitted in- the Counter Statement of the 
Respondent' but would say that Petitioners tempo¬ 
rary appointment on fixed pay -was further extended 
for a period of six-months with effect from 1-1-70, 
Subject to review* thereafter or earlier as may be 
necessary.’ This averment in the Counter Statement 
of the Respondent has not been denied by wav of any 
reply statement ’Further' it is averred in the Counter 
of"thd’Respondent'that the Petitioner was oosYd to 
watch dnty on 2-4-5-69 during 22.00 4irs. to 06 00 hrs. 
shift at S & A-'Yard finch due to his neglmence in 
Watch duty resulted in the theft of weldirw cables 
ahd* therefore; he was discharged from the Trust 
SthvicC bv an order dt 5-3-70 on disciplinary grounds 
With effect from 06-3-1970 (Afternoon*' under Clause 
42A(ii) and 42C(it of the standing Orders of the 
Port of 'Madras. The sojme is admitted bv <he P pt; - 
tioner ih hiX Claim Statement stating- that from 6 3-70 
his service w p s terminated Nothing *>as been stated 
in the Claim Statement ns to vhy the Petitioner’s ser¬ 


vices were terminated by the RcspohdCntj Management 
Ik m 6-3-70. Further th; allegation m the Counter 
of the Respondent that due to fus negligence in watch 
duty in the night shift on 24-05-1969, theft of welding 
Cables was resulted has not been denied by way of 
any reply statement. Ex. W1 is the xerox copy of 
permit to enter the harbour of Madras Fort Trust 
issued to the Petitioner. Ex, W2 is the xerox copy 
of the cajrd issued to the Petitioner to avail tree 
medical services under riiles applicable to.him. E± W3 
is the wage slip given to the Petitioner for the month 
of February. Ex. W4 is the xerox copy of the typed 
order dated 7-5-1975 issued to the Petitioner by the 
Madras Port Trust informing him that he was dis¬ 
charged from Trust scj vice on 6-3-1970, due to com- 
p’etion of work. Lix W5 is <he xei >x c p-> o' the 
riped curnmunicdbrn to advocate of the Petitioner 
by the Madras Fort Trust Chief Mechanical Engi- 
rcar. dated 1-9-83 informing the advocate as reply 
to his letter dated 27-7-83 stating that the Petitioner 
was discharged with Trust’s service with effect from 
06-03-1970 (AN) on disciplinary grounds. W6 is 
the xerox copy of failure of conciliation report sent 
by the Assistant Commissioner, Central-11, Madras 
to the Government. W7 is the xerox copy of the 
letter dated 9-8-84 sent by the Ministry to the Chair¬ 
man, Madras Port Trust and the Petitioner stating 
thait the Central Government has decided not to 
refer the matter for adjudication to the Industrial 
Tribunal. W8 is the xeror copy of affidavit of the 
Petitioner filed in Writ Petition No. 12218 of 1984 
W9 is the xerox copy of Counter affidavit filed by the 
Management in that Writ Petition. W10 is the xerox 
copy of the order passed by the -Hon’ble High Court 
in that Writ Petition No. 12218 of 1984. Tt is 
admitted that the industrial dispute raised - by the 
Petitioner before the Assistant Commissioner, Cen¬ 
tral II, Madras, or conciliation ended in failure and 
the conciliating authority -submitted the ‘ailure of 
conciliation report to the Government and the Govern¬ 
ment had decided not to refer the matter to the In¬ 
dustrial Tribunal for adjudication. It is also admitted 
that pursuant to communication by the Central Govern¬ 
ment of the Petitioner, he preferred a Writ Petition 
before the Hon’ble High Court and in that Writ Peti¬ 
tion, the High Court Was pleased to’direct the Central 
Government to draw a reference of the industrial dis¬ 
pute and place it before the Tribuual for adjudica¬ 
tion All these facts are seen from the document- 
exhibited from W6 to W10. Ex. Ml is the xterox copy 
of the service sheet of the Petitioner and Ex. M2 is 
die xerox copy of Hie notice sent fiv the a U rente of the 
Petitioner to the Ad niivstmlhe Officer f the Madras 
Port Trust.' Ex. M3 is the xerox copy of the reply 
sent by the Chief Mechanic af Engineer to tire advocate, 
who sent lega 1 notice Ex.'W5 is the type-written xerox 
copy of the Ex M3 Ft M4 is the t of pro¬ 
cedure of recording of flies by the’Respondent The 
learned counsel fir the ’ Petitioner would argue 
that two different reasons were given by the 
Management for terminating the services of the Peti¬ 
tioner Under Ex W4, it is- stated that the Petitioner 
was informed that be was discharged ffom the Trust’s 
service on 6-3-1970'due to, completion of work, as 
there was no suitable vnefint post to he offered to bun 
m the Trust and under letter sent bv Secretary, M-dns 
Port Trust t n the 1 ' Petitioner dated 7-5-197 s : in renlv 
to bis nefition dated 76-3-75 addressed -to the Chrir- 
min hut in Ex. W5,* ffi- -reply riven bv th* Chief 
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Mechanical Engineer to the advocate of the Petitioner 
on receipt of legal notice, It is mentioned that the Peti¬ 
tioner was discharged from the Trust’s service with 
ehect from 6-3-1970 (Afternoon) on disciplinary 
grounds and the question of reinstatement will not 
arise. On the basis of two different reasons given by 
the Management under two different communications, 
the learned counsel for the Petitioner would contend 
that it proves the illegality of the termination. Though 
it is stated m the counter that on the basis of the disci¬ 
plinary action taken by the Mahagement lor the mis¬ 
conduct of the Petitioner, he was removed from ser¬ 
vice, no reasonable opportunity was given to the Peti¬ 
tioner to disprove the alleged misconduct. Further 
the alleged negligence on watch duty taken to be a 
ground tor dismissal from service would not be proper. 
Hence, the termination oPservice of the Petitioner is 
illegal and unlawful. He would further contend that 
it is incorrect to state that after a period of thirteen 
years, the Petitioner has racked up the dosed matter 
once again by sending his representation for reappoint¬ 
ment. After he was terminated from service on 
6-3-1970, the Petitioner made'several representations 
written as well hjs oral befote the authorities and he 
received a reply dated 7-3-93 after a long time. Subse¬ 
quently, he has taken necessary steps before the autho¬ 
rities and having failed* in that attempt, lie preferred a 
Writ Petition before the High Cdurt and got an order 
for reference of the' dispute by the Central Goven- 
ment to the Tribunal He would further contend that 
only in theletter of the Refjpondcht in the year 1983, 
the stand of the' Respondent has changed for removal 
of the Petitioner from service on disciplinary grounds 
and Steps were taken by the Petitioner before the 
authorities in the year 1984 raising this as an indust¬ 
rial dispute for conciliation and ultimately, proceedings 
were there till the Hon’ble High Court decided the 
matter in Writ Petition in the year 1994 by directing 
the Government to refer the matter for adjudication 
and hence the delay is not due to the Petitioner. 

6. The learned Counsel for the Petitioner would 
further argue that.the service sheet said to ; have been 
maintained by the Port Trust and it is only in the form 
of a sheet and not a bound' book-'or a permanent 
record, so changes can bo made only by scoring out 
the earlier entry. Further; there vs no serial number 
too for the said sheet, which only goes to prove that 
the said sheet can be created by the Management 
afresh as and when it is required Hence, Ex, Ml 
cannot be relied upon, in view of the different stand 
taken by the Management under two different commu¬ 
nications Ex, W4 and W5 in respect of termination of 
seivice of the Petitioner Further the given m 

the communication in Ex W4 is 'hat rhe IV. icner was 
terminated from service because of completion of work 
and there was no suitable vacant post to be offered 
to him in the Trust. If that is true, it should have 
been found place in the alleged service sheet of the 
Petitioner Ex. Ml But the reason given in Ex W5 
is only available in th£ alleged service sheet Ex. Ml. 
From this, it can be inferred that this is not a service 
sheet maintained for the Petitioner and the reason for 
his termination of service in Ex, W4 does not found a 
place there in Ex Ml. From this it can be presumed 
that old service sheet of the Petitioner vas removed 
and in its place a new service sheet has been intro¬ 
duced in support of Ex, W5 letter dated 1-9-83, 

It is also his contention that when the Managemen* has 
taken a stand that on, the 1 basis of disciplinary pro¬ 


ceedings the services of the Petitioner was terminated, 
it is torrtjie Management to prove that with acceptable 
evidence about the disciplinary action taken by the 
Management against the Petitioner for the alleged 
misconduct, but no such document has been filed by 
the Management to discharge that buiden. Further, 
the Management is bound to explain about the con¬ 
trary reason given for the termination ctf service of the 
Petitioner in tneir earlier document Ex. W4. So, under 
such circumstances, it is evidently clear that the aetiofi 
of the Management against the Petitioner in removing 
h>m from service ,s illegu ana i • It is also his 
contention that the Petitioner is aged at 54 now and 
he had untold suffering ever since his removal from 
service in the year 1970 and hence his prayer for 
reinstatement in service with back wages and continuity 
of service, after setting aside the order of the Res- 
donent for termination of service of the" Petitioner is 
just and necessary. Hence, an award niay be passed 
by setting aside the order of the Management of 
removing the Petitioner from service and directing *thfc' 
Management/Respondent to reinstate tfid Petitioner lb 
service with all back Wages and benefits and continuity 
of service. 

7 Learned counsel for the RiSpoUdefit has pul 
roilh an aigument that the Petitioner was engaged 
purely as a casual Mazdoor on daily rated w ages from 
1,7-2-1961 with several breaks and their he wah ap¬ 
pointed on 15-7-69 as a temporary Mhzdoor on fixed 
pay of Rs. 70 per mensum upto 31-1'2-69,'tiubjCcrito 
review and that his temporary apponi latent wSS 
further extended for a further period of six months 
with effect from 0-1-01-70 apd that when the Peti¬ 
tioner was posted to watch duly on 24-5-69, Resulted' 
in theft of welding cables and he was discharged fr6m 
Trust service by an order dated 5-3-1970“ on ‘discipli¬ 
nary grounds with effect from 6-3-70 and the Peti-' 
turner did not challenge the said order and had not 
raised any dispute over that decision of' fbfe Manage¬ 
ment on disciplinary grounds. In support of hiS Con¬ 
tention, he has relied upon Ex, Ml, a xerox copy Of 
the service sheet of the Petitioner, whiih Is marked by 
consent of the counsel for the Petitioner. It Cont-afQft 
these particulars of appointment of this Petitioner as a 
temporary Mazdoor from 1 15-7-1969 to 31-12rl969 
and. his. subsequent appointment from l-l-197CTfp a! 
further period of six months. This has been clearly 
averred in the Counter Statement filed earlier by the 
Respondent, the fact that the Petitioner has been dis¬ 
charged from service on disciplinary grounds by an 
order dated 5-3-1970 with effect from 6-3-1970 CAN) 
is also mentioned in Ex ML For all these entries 
available^therein, the authorities of the Management 
have subscribed their signatures.then and'there. In 
the argument, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
took an objection, to this Ex. Ml, Service Sheet of the 
Petitioner, stating that the Management has given two 
different reasons for- non-employment of the Petitioner 
in Ex W4 and W5 and the reason given in Ex WS 
alone has 'been mentioned in Ex. Ml, and it Can be' 
said that it is only a document prepared by the Mftfiage r . 
ment suit toths convenience and it canrot Ire relied 
upon. Further, as there is no serial number in the 
said Sheet it can be said that the Sheet can be created 
bv the' Management afresh as and when it is fit re¬ 
quired, This contention of the learned counsel for 
the Petitioner cannot be accepted as true, because a 
perusal of th' c Fx Ml shows that it contains signal 
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tulC Ol LiiC X'CliUollCi in cltC llfbl WiiiVIi ClCmiy 

uwicb wilu Jno auuuui.u o^uaLLUc in ,ilv uUu-tiLUviiii 
lit, xiai> xixwu jii mC I—OU1t, jUiix nji vjKtUal, C-iti-in 
otau.iiiCiit c.t, -i ui alt ucmuLt av^rincm ui .lit; counter 
Matcinutit LL 14 L uuc to tito r tuiiOUCi a iiegt.^iicc ui Ilia 
waicii uuty on -d4-o-oy uuiing n.uo ms. to o.uu ms 
Siiiil ac j a A X aiu, uieii oi wuiamg vaults Was 
icuntcu, U4a uoc occu Ufcincu Dy me r'euuoncr Dy 
vVay ui emy icpiy statement ui uuuucmg any eviuence 
beioie Ulis inoUiiai oy way ul any oiai eviuente. 
Hus particular aspect ut misconduct v men resulted 
in aiseipmiiicy proceeamgs nas neeii cteany averred m 
tne cpuaier otatemem itseir and Uic punishment 
awarded Dy the ivranugement in me disciplinary pro¬ 
ceedings as dismissing or the retinoucr lroni set vice 
with eneet lrom 0-3-19 7U also has not been disputed 
as a tatse averment made by the Management in me 
Counier Muteiuent. tne attack maue oy the learned 
counsel tor the Petitioner with regard to the genuine¬ 
ness ot hx. Mi cannot be consideied as correct, 
because the way in which the entires have been made 
thereol and the particulars or the Petitioner/ workman 
is available with regard to his previous service and 
other personal particulars apart trom his own signa¬ 
ture wmch are round to be genuine and has not been 
disputed as incorrect particulars, it is not the conten¬ 
tion o± the Petitioner or his counsel that the signature 
contaimed in Ex. Ml is not that of ttje Petitioner 
himself. The reason given by the Management for 
giving wrong reply earlier as reply oi the Secretary 
of the Management to the representation made by the 
Petitioner dated 26-3-1975 is one that of made in¬ 
advertently cannot consider to be a stand taken by 
the Management for the purpose of this case. For the 
notice sent by the Petitioner through his counsel dated 
27-7-1983, the Management hap sent a reply under 
Ex] W5/M9 dated 1-9-83 stating a different reason for 
removal of the Petitioner from service cannot said to 
be a false one, when it is consistent to the entries 
available in Ex . Ml, his service sheet. So, under such 
circumstances the contention ol the learned counsel for 
the Petitioner that Ex. Ml hats been prepared by the 
Management at any time and it cannot be taken as a 
genuine document has no basis. 

8. Though it is alleged in the Claim Statement that 
subsequent to the discharge of the Petitioner from 
service with effect from 6-3-1970, the Petitioner has 
made several representations, written and oral before 
the departmental authorities and after a, long time, he 
received a reply dated 7-5-1975 has not been sub¬ 
stantiated with any acceptable evidence on the side 
of the Petitioner. Ex. W4 is the reply dated 7-5-75 
and the Petitioner has referred to in his Claim State¬ 
ment. In Ex. W4 itself, a reference has been made 
to the petition dated 26-3-1975 of the Petitioner 
addressed to the Chairman. So, from this it can be 
presumed that subsequent to his discharge from ser¬ 
vice with effect from 6-3-1970, the Petitioner has 
chosen to represent to the authorities only by his 
letter dated 23-6-1975. Even a copy of the said 
letter has not been filed by the Petitioner before this 
Court. So from this, it is evidently clear that only 
after five year? the Petitioner had made representa¬ 
tion to the Respondent/Management seeking re¬ 
employment and it is also evident from his o vT n docu¬ 
ment a notion sent through the advocate dated 
27-7-1980 seeking re-employment, a xerox copy of 
the notice received by the Respondent/Management 
u Ex. M2, From this, it is seen subsequent to his 


representation made Dy the Petitioner dated 20-3-1975 
me rcLiuuiicL nas enosen to senu a representation 
linuugn ms imwyer uateu ZJ-j-lyho, eigni years 
axter ms earlier repiesemauaon. t no ugh it is alleged 
in Lpe Cia|im statement, he approached the depart¬ 
mental aumonucs oi tvcsponucni/ivianageoicnt at 
ncqueui intervals to represent tne matter seeking re¬ 
employment, no concrete evidence nas been produced 
Lerute tins court in support ol that contention. So 
Horn ail tnese things n is seen mat tne inordinate 
Uviay ut making iLpte.amityion to the department by 
the Petitioner seeking re-employment, tie is only 
wOiiCwilieU UuU tile ueruy IS not to UiC ICwspCitueiil/ 
■tv-ionageiiieni. r unner, uom me Side or tne Manage¬ 
ment, it ,s cieariy explained tnat hies relating to qis- 
etpnnaiy proceedings taken against me Petitioner tor 
ins misconduct is not available, due to paucity ot 
tune and tne policy in the department tor destruction 
or records, atter keeping it tor certain periods for 
wmch rex, ivi4 nas been hied, inis has not been 
disputed oy the counsel lor the Petitioner. So, qnder 
suen ciicumstanccs lrom the evidence available, it 
seen tnat the Petitioner has been discharged lrom 
service with eitect lrom 6-3-1970 only in pursuance 
ol disciplinary action taken against the Petitioner for 
ins misconduct, his negligence in watch duty which 
resulted in theit of welding cables. This has been 
cicairly averred in the Counter Statement giving full 
particulars ot alleged misconduct. It is not contended 
by the learned counsel lor the Petitioner or by the 
Petitioner himself by way of reply statement that the 
Petitioner has not commuted one such misconduct as 
Ins negligence m watch duty on the particular day 
on the particular shift duty, which resulted in theft 
of welding cables belonged to the Respondent/ 
Management. If it is really a false allegation against 
the Petitioner, he would have contra verted the same 
by tiling ai reply statement denying that particular 
allegation of misconduct. That allegation is quite 
consistent to the entries about the disciplinary action 
taken against the Petitioner mentioned in Ex. Ml 
his service sheet. Further the Petitioner has stated 
in his notice sent through his advocate under Ex. M2 
that during the year 1970, he was removed from ser¬ 
vice along with some other workers, as per the direc¬ 
tion of the Central Government to remove the excess 
workers under 20 Point Programmes, but this has 
not been stated in his Claim Statement filed before 
this Tribunal. Further as per the service particulars 
of the Petitioner available under Ex. Ml, it is seen 
that he was given an appointment on temporary basis, 
first for the period of less than six months and next 
for aj further period of six months from 1-1-70, but 
within that second extended period of six months 
under the orders of the Management, on disciplinary 
grounds he was discharged from service. So all these 
things go to show that the Petitioner was not at all 
being employed by the Respondcnt/Management as a 
permanent employee and he was there in service only 
for a short period as a temporary Mazdoor, subject 
to review and he has to be discharged from service 
on disciplinary grounds ap alleged in the Counted 
Statement, v.hich has not been disputed as a false 
one. So, under such circumstances, it can be held 
that the action of the Management against this Peti¬ 
tioner for discharging him, from service with effect 
from 6-3-1970 cannot be termed as an illegal order 
on the other hand, -it is proved to be a justified one by 
ample evidences bn the side of the Respondent|Manage- 
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ment and hence, the Workman concerned is not en¬ 
titled to any relief, as prayed for. Thus, the point 
is apswered accordingly. 

9, In the result, an award is passed holding that 
the action of the Management of Madras Port Trust 
in discharging Shri A. Ramaswamy with effect from 
06-03-1970 is justified apd the concerned workman 
is not entitled to any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
typed by him and corrected and pronounced by me 
in the open court on this day the 24th April, 2001). 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

On either side : None. 

Documents Marked:— 

For the Workman |I Party ; 

Ex. No. Daite Description. 

W1 Xerox copy of the permit card. 

W2 Xerox copy of the Madras Port Trust’s 
premedical treatment card, 

W3 12-02-70 : Xerox copy of the salary certn 
ficate along with wage slip. 

W4 07-05-75 : Xerox copy of the communica¬ 
tion of the Secretary, Madras Port Trust. 

W5 01-09-83 : Xerox copy of the communica¬ 
tion of the Chief Mechanical Engineer, Port 
Trust, Madras to Sri. M. Krishnamurthy, 
Advocate. 

W6 11-02-84 : Xerox copy of the conciliation 
report submitted by the Asst. Labour Com¬ 
missioner (Central-II), Chennai. 

W7 09-08-94 : Xerox copy of the order passed 
by the Govt, of Indial, Ministry of Labour 
and Rehabilitation. 

W8 Xerox copy of affidavit in W.P. No. 
12218 of 1984. 

W9 May, 1986 : Copy of the Counter filed by 
the Respondent in W.P. No. 12218 of 1984. 

W10 24-06-94 : Copy of order of High Court 
in W.P. No. 12218 of 1984. 

For the Managemcnt|TI Party : 

Ml Xerox copy of the Service records of the 
Petitioner. 

M2 27-07-83 : Xerox copy of representation of 
the Petitioner to the Management through 
his counsel. 

M3 01-09-83 : Xerox copy of the reply of Chief 
Mechanical Engineer to Sri. M. Krishna¬ 
murthy, Advocate. 

M4 Xerox copy of Extract of procedure for re¬ 
cording of files by the Respondent. 

10 rfS, 2001 
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m fJTFTRTir jTTTT % Cf^ %T snftTfvRT TFfV it 
7 ft %fjftq-F 7 TSFrrt; %t 9 - 5-2001 %ttTFrf fStt «TT I 

[ff. tpT— 29012/96/2000—UTT(tpi )] 

^t.rpr. tftnr, watt oh4 

New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1146.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jaipur 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. Amarnath and Sons and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 9-5-2001. 

[No. L-29012/96/2000-1R(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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"Whether the action of M|s. Amarnath & Sons, Bikaner 
in terminating the services of Sh. Ramoah Kumar 
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was justified ? If not what relief the workman is 
entitled and from what date 7" 
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[rr.crw-290i2/5 6y9o-?nf .wrr. (tfe] 
fa. qw. fafe, 5TTT fafe 
New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1147.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (.14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby published the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Chennai as shown in 
the Anne.sure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management Tanmag Ltd. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 9-5-2001. 

[No. L-29012/56/ 96-IR (Mi sc.) ] 
B. M. DAVID. Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL IRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 11th April, 2001 
Wednesday.' the 25th: April, 2001 
PRESENT j 

K. Karthikeyan, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Dispute No. 417/2001 

BETWEEN • 

Shri L Krishnan 

Salem ■ ■ Workman/I Party. 


AND 

The Chairman-cura- 

Managing Director, 

Tanmag Ltd., Salem. . . Managemenl/11 Party. 
APPEARANCES : 

For the Workman : M/'s. A. Nagarathinam and 
M. Pari, Advocates. 

For the Management : M/s. M. R. Raghavnn and 
K, Vasu Venkat. 

REFERENCE ; 

Order No. L-29012/56/96-TR(M) dated 27th 
December, 1996, Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi. 

This dispute on coming up before me for final hear¬ 
ing on 5-3-2001 for deciding the preliminary issue of 
validity of the domestic enquiry, upon perusing refer¬ 
ence. Claim Statement, Counter Statement and other 
material papers on record mid the exhibits filed on 
cither side and upon hearing the arguments and upon 
perusing the witten arguments filed by the .learned 
counsel on either side and this preliminary issue having 
stood over till this date for consideration, this Tribunal 
passed the following:— 

ORDER 

This reference by the Central Government in exer¬ 
cise of the powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, in respect of dispute 
between Shri I. Krishnan, Workman and the Chairman- 
cum-Managing Director, Tanmag Ltd., Salem, Man¬ 
agement, mentioned as Schedule appended to the order 
of reference. 

The Schedule reads as follows 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
TANMAG in terminating the services of Sri 
I, Krishnan, T. No. 707 Is just, proper and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?,” 

This order of xelerencc was originally made to Tamil 
Nadu Industrial Tribunal for adjudication and .the same 
was taken on file there as Industrial Dispute No. 1/97. 
Both the parties to this dispute appeared before that 
Tribunal and filed respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement along with records. By the consent 
given by counsel on either side, exhibits were marked 
on either side and the matter was taken up before this 
Industrial Tribunal for enquiry as Exs. W1 to W10 
and Ml and M2. Subsequent to that the written argu¬ 
ments of the counsel for the I Party/Workman has 
beon filed there itself and when the matter is pending 
for the Respondent/Management counsel to file written 
arguments there in the Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribu¬ 
nal, as per the orders of the Central Government, fWs 
has been transferred to the file of this Tribunal and 
has been taken on file as Industrial Dispute No. 41 n t 
2001. When the matter came up for enquiry here, by 
the request of the TI Party counsel time was extended 
till 5-3-2001 for filing his written arguments and on 
5-3-2001, the counsel for the IT Party filed his written 
arguments. 
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2. The averments in the Claim Statement of the I 
Party/Workman aic briefly as follows: — 

The 1 Puny/ Workman (hereinafter referred to as 
Petitioner) cnleied the service of the II Party/Manage¬ 
ment concern (heiematter icferred to as Resootident) 
in the yeai 1971 as uis&illtu woi^ci ueuung ion.en 
No. 707. He was tiansfcrred from mines to the auto 
garage section as Mazdoor. He had been discharging 
his duties to the satisfaction of his supeiiors without 
any blemish lor the past 23 years of his service in 
the Respondent/Mauagement. He involved in trade 
union activities of Salem District Pattali Thozhil 
Sangam, which was espousing the cause of the work¬ 
men in day-to-day problems with the Management. 
It is a usual practice that the problems of the work¬ 
men were discussed with the official and resolved the 
same amicably in the larger interest of the both. Engag¬ 
ed by the union activities of the Petitioner, the Res¬ 
pondent was wailing for an opportunity to victimise 
him. The Respondent introduced voluntary retirement 
scheme in the company and the workeis aic coerced 
by all means to accept the said scheme. The Respon¬ 
dent wanted to reduce the strength of work force. 
Therefore, the workers were forced to produce more 
than that of noimal production without any agreement. 
The workeis, who were unable to achieve the target 
of workload, v.e.e illegally suspended. 67 workmen 
belonging to various gangs were suspended on 16-3-94 
on the alleged charge for poor performance. This has 
created unrest and lesentment among the workers in 
the mines and this was brought to the notice of 7 trade 
unions. The Petitioner along with representatives ot 
seven trade unions including the Salem District Pattali 
Thozhil Sangam, met the Respondent and expressed 
resentment that was prevailing among the workers and 
requested for revocation of the en-massc suspension, 
with a view to bring normalcy. The above said dis¬ 
cussion, heated arguments, counter arguments were 
exchanged by both sides. There had been many such 
occasions in the past which led to find solutions. To 
the shock and surprise of the Peitioner, he was served 
with an order of suspension dated 16-3-94 alleging 
that he had abused the company officials and threaten¬ 
ed them on the date of discussion. The Petitioner sub¬ 
mitted his explanation on 18-3-94 denying the charges 
alleged against lum. Not satisfied with tne explanation, 
the Respondent conducted a faice of an enquiry with¬ 
out following the principles of natural justice. On the 
basis of the perverse findings of the Enquiry Officer, 
the Petitioner was issued with a second show cause 
notice dated 18-4-94 and finally the Petitioner was 
issued the order of dismissal dated 20-6-94, without 
considering the explanation submitted by the Petitioner. 
The co-ordination committee of all seven trade unions 
observed a black day on 30-6-94 against the order of 
dismissal of the Petitioner from service. On 4-7-94, 
the Petitioner preferred an appeal against the order 
of dismissal to the Appellate Authority. The Appellate 
Authority passed the order dated 9-7-94 not even con¬ 
sidering f he reasons stated in the appeal confirming 
the order of dismissal. The dismissal order dated 20th 
Tune, 1994 and the order of confirmation by the autho¬ 
rity dated 9-7-94 are aibitrary, illegal and unju't. The 
domestic enquiry was not conducted in a fair and 
proper manner and in accordance with the principles 
of natural justice. The Petitioner- was not furnished 
with list of witnesses, who were going to be examined 
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and the list of documents which are going-to be marked 
before conducting the enquiry. One Sri K. A. Siddhan, 
who has present throughout the alleged incident on 
16-3-94 was not examined as witness on behalf of the 
Petitioner, which shows the attitude of the Enquiry 
Officer by not giving an opportunity to defend the 
Petitioner. The Petitioner was denied copies of the 
enquiry proceedings in spite of requisition made by 
him. It amounts to violation of principles of natural 
justice. He was not paid subsistence allowance during 
the period of suspension from 16-3-94 to 20-6-94 
which vitiate the entire proceedings and it amounts to 
violation of Section 22(3} of the Standing Orders. 
The Respondent before passing a final 'order of dis¬ 
missal did not consider the past record of the petitioner 
and he was not given notice as to the past records 
and thereby he was denied reasonable opportunity of 
being heard. The findings of the Enquiry Officer are 
totally perverse and biased. The Management witness 
states that there are more than 25 workers inside the 
mines manager’s room at the time of alleged incident 
and none of them were examined. But the Respondent 
examined only the security as witness in support of 
the chaiges. This goes to prove that the case is a pre¬ 
planned one in order to illegally punish the petitioner 
with a vindictive motive for his union activities. There 
was a sudden thrust of extra-production which is con- 
(rarv (o the practice and agreed workload norms sti¬ 
pulated in the settlement between union afid Manage¬ 
ment. The deposition of MWl reveals the fact that 
the workers were expected to give extra production 
in the recent period preceding the day of alleged inci¬ 
dent and there was attempt to force the voluntary 
retirement scheme among them. From the above state¬ 
ment, one can come to the conclusion that there was 
an insistence and compulsion amount the workmen to 
give extra production beyond the agreed Jimit to cdcrce 
them to opt for Voluntary retirement which amounts 
to unfair labour practice prohibited under Section 25 f 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. In the 'discussion on 
that day nearly 40 persons have participated,-out ot 
them only the Petitioner was served with an order of 
suspension and he was alone charged, which shows, 
the motive of the Respondent. The action of the Man¬ 
agement in dismissing the Petitioner amounts to victi¬ 
misation of the Respondent, as the Petitioner was active 
in the Union activities. There was no miscohduct as 
alleged by the Resnondent/Managcment and the -peti¬ 
tioner is innocence of guilty of any misconduct-under 
Sections 21(7) and 21(10) of the Standing ’ Order. 
The Respondents have not conducted any preliminary 
enquiry on the alleged charges before the-issuance of 
suspension order. Fven assuming without fidnritting 
that the charges are proved the order of dismissal 
passed by the Management is disproportionate to the 
gravity of charges alleged against the Petitioner. The 
statement of security guard Mr. Sub/amauiam ought 
not to have relied upon, since the said guard is working 
under Nallusamv. the Security Officer incidentally-the 
Management representative in the enquiry With Whom 
the Petitioner had strained relationship over years and 
in fact the Petitioner was threatened with dare- conse¬ 
quences and vowed to throw him out. of employment. 
Therefore, it is prayed that the Hdn’ble Tribunal may 
be pleased to pass an award directing the Respondent 
to reinstate the Petitioner with .continuity of service 
with back wages and all other attendant benefits. 
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3, The averments in the Counter Statement of the 
JI Party/Management arc briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was employed as Mazdoor at the 
Mines Division, Haulage Section of the Respondent. 
On 16-3-94 when the Mines Manager was discussing 
with certain other workmen and foreman regarding 
disciplinary action initiated against two workmen, the 
Petitioner interfered and misbehaved with the Mines 
Manager and abused him. For this act, the Petitioner 
was placed under suspension and a charge sheet dated 
16-3-94 under clauses 21(7) and 21(10) of the Stand¬ 
ing Orders was issued to the Petitioner. His explana¬ 
tion was culled for. He was also placed under suspen- 
siqn pending enquiry from 4.00 pm on 16-3-94.. The 
Petitioner has submitted his explanation dated 18-3-94. 
Since the explanation submitted by the Petitioner was 
not satisfactory, an enquiry to probe into the charges 
against him was oidcred. The Petitioner availed all 
the opportunities offered to him and participated in 
the domestic enquiry .which was held from 21 -3-94 to 
7-4-94. The domestic enquiry was held in a fair and 
proper manner adhering to the principles of natural 
justice. Based on the materials placed in the enquiry, 
the Enquiry Officer submitted his findings on 15-4-94 
holding that the Petitioner guilty of the charges levelled 
against him. Since the Petitioner was found guilty of 
violating clauses 21(7) and 21(10) of the Standing 
Orders of the Respondent and considering the bad 
past record of the Petitioner, wherein he was admo¬ 
nished on several occasions for similar misconducts, 
the Respondent issued a second show cause notice 
dated 18-4-94 to the Peitioner proposing punishment 
of dismissal. The Petitioner submitted his reply dated 
20-4-94 wherein he admitted the charges and tendered 
apology. Independently considering the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer, the explanation of the Petiioner 
and his past record, the Respondent passed an order 
dated 20-6-94 dismissing the Petitioner from the ser¬ 
vices of the Respondent. The Petitioner referred an 
appeal against the said order of dismissal. The Peti¬ 
tioner raised industrial dispute before the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central-I) w'hich ended in 
failure. The Central Government.has now referred the 
dispute for adjudication. The order of dismissal passed 
by the Respondent is just, legal and warranted in the 
circumstances of the case. The Petitioner was given 
ample opportunity in the domestic enquiry conducted 
wherein he examined five witnesses to defend himself. 
The enquiry was conducted in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice. Sri K. A, Siddhan was 
the representative of the Petitioner in the enquiry. The 
Enquiry Officer was fair in holding that the said K. A. 
Siddhan could act as Workman’s representative only 
and he could not be a witness and also the represen¬ 
tative of the workman in the same enquiry. The pre¬ 
liminary issue regarding validity or otherwise of the 
procedure adopted in the enquiry may be framed by 
this Hon’ble Tribunal and the findings be recorded 
thereon. If on this preliminary issue, this Hon’ble Tri¬ 
bunal holds either that the enquiry is vitiated or find¬ 
ings recorded thereon are unreasonable, then this 
Respondent may be provided an opportunity to prove 
the charges levelled against the Petitioner by adducing 
fresh oral and documentary evidence. The allegation 
that enuqlrv is vitiated since the subsistence allowance 
Was not paid to the Petitioner is not maintainable. No 


request for payment of subsistance allowance was 
made by the Petitioner. It has also not been said as to 
how the Petitioner is prejudiced. Hence, this contention 
is untenable. After receiving the second show cause 
notice, the Petitioner admitted his misconduct and 
tendered apology through his letter dated 20-4-94. 
In the said letter he did not contradict his bad past 
records. When such is the position, it would be 
improper to contend that he was not given notice 
as to the past records and thereby denied reasonable 
opportunity of being heard. Further, his personal 
file wa., also marked in the domestic enquiry where 
he had an opportunity to contradict the same. All 
the four witnesses examined on the side of the 
Management were efoss-examined by the Petitioner. 
The Management witnesses have denied that the ac¬ 
tion initiated against the Petitioner was vindictive. 
His pica of victimisation is not supported by any 
tangible material and hence unsustainable. The 
Petitioner has admitted his misconduct committed on 
16-3-94. Having admitted the same, it is not open 
to him to contend that he was victimised for his 
participation in union activities. It was only the 
Petitioner, who misbehaved at tho relevant time in 
the office of the Mines Manager and it would not 
be necessary to charge sheet others present there 
for no fault committed by them. The action of 
the Management in punishing the Petitioner for prov¬ 
ed misconduct is just and proper and certainly not 
motivated by victimisation. In so far as the quan¬ 
tum of punishment is concerned, the Respondent 
states that it is just and proper since grave miscon¬ 
ducts were committed by the Petitioner. The Peti¬ 
tioner has not made out any case for interference by 
this Hon’blc Tribunal under section HA of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Nor the punishment could 
be categorised as shockingly disproportionate warrant¬ 
ing interference. Under such circumstances, it is 
prayed that this Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss 
the Industrial Dispute. 

3. When the ca«e was received on transfer from 
the file of Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal, the en¬ 
quiry stage of this case is, to file written arguments 
of the counsel for the Respondent on the preliminary 
issue about the validity of the domestic enquiry, 
since the written arguments of the counsel for the 
Petitioner on that preliminary issue has 
already been filed. Subsequent to the 
case received on transfer and taken on file here, 
in this Tribunal and the case was came up for en¬ 
quiry at the request of counsel for the II Party]Mana- 
gement, time was granted to file written arguments 
on the preliminary issue and he filed the same on 
5-3-2001 and the case was posted for orders on the 
preliminary issue on 19-3-2001. Since the Tribunal 
is otherwise engaged in other earlier part-heard 
matters, could not be delivered on 19-3-2001 as fix¬ 
ed earlier and hence this case was posted to this date 
from 19-3-2001 for orders on the preliminary issue. 

4, The point .for my consideration is, whether the 
domestic encmiry conducted by the Respondent 
against the Petitioner as a charge-sheeted employee 
was fair and proper following the principles of natu¬ 
ral justice. 

Point.—-(Preliminary issue) The I PartyJWork- 
man Sri I, Krishnan (hereinafter referred to as tho 
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Pedtioner) jonud as an unskilled worker under the 
second party/ management (heieinaftei r u erred to as 
the Respondent) jn their nunc-- in die seat 197. lb n 
he was a us-kind to *ne aiho g wage section ns 
M /d ira. lie involved - n Trade Lb ion activities 
and m.d to lepresent fine Wori n an for their prob- 
lens /v"L dae Main geraent. Oi 16-3 94, when the 
M.iUs Mm-gv was aioCM 1 Miia c’shier, other work- 
in.it aid LOHMian i-gardng di.ciplmary action ini¬ 
tiated egi nst ‘hs 'wo workmen, the Petitioner inter¬ 
fered m the diWussion and heated arguments, 
c<'imct uigu’etk were exclvetgcd by both sidc c . 
It was alleged 'he th. Petitioner during that dis¬ 
cussion mi D.h.vd with Mines Manager a" I abused 
him. 1 or d*al act (4 the pet a oner, t e petitioner 
was smvd v ith an c-ff p r cf ur-.per,M:i dated 
16-3-94 wuh the ch.rge sheet under Clause 21(7) 
and 21 r 10) of Si rid ng OrcYts F\. Wl, aF gingthat 
he In J ..based the comp, ay officials and threatened 
them on th,J d Ue o> d ; tus'ion. Not satisfied wilh 
bs explanation lew We submitted his petition on 
18-3-94 to the cVrge memo, an enquiry was con¬ 
ducted b ' the Pe pondc d f he Petitioner partici- 
P’ id in ihe com'shc .meniry he’d front 21-3-94 to 
7 4 91. Tii' enqu v j\ rn cv d 'gs is Ex. Ml. Ihe 
F lquirv Officer mbm lied h s findings on 15 4-94 
vn h r k,. W2 ht ’dme 1’iat tne Petitioner was found 
gtffitv cf th* ehmg s le'fffM j'l'ust him. Then the 
Resp ad- n ’fsu.d a show enus- notice dt. 18-4-94, 
F\. W3 f o th: D r lf'onet cuffing for h ; « explanation 
fot ffi: find’ng, et ’he E..qi ,:r v Officer. The Petitioner 
ubnu t:d h's explmndinn on 20--t 94, Ex. W4. Then 
th. Recponkip Manac'nert missed his final order 
dated 20 6 94. Ex. W5 dismiss'ng the Petitioner from 
rcr-’V' T1 .' Peti t; ' ,r isi preferred an appeal dated 
A -l-9\ under Ex W6. The Appellate Authority 
p.i«srj nn ord:r d'A'd 9-7-94 imder Ex. W7 dismis- 
'' 11 " d e appeal arO confirming the ordet of Discipli¬ 
nary Authority under Ex. \V5. 

5 P is the contend-n il the learned counsel for 
tin Pehtmcr that ihe dl‘missal order dt. 20-6-94 
p. sed bv th' DsJpFnaty Authority and the order 
of ronfinnahon doted 9-7 94 of the Appellate 
Aiuhofiiv or: a burary, illegal and unjust and that 
the domeshc inquiry was not conducted in a fair 
and proper manner in accordance with .ne principles 
of nafiira' jusi-'. The Petitioner was denied an 
op”nWun5fy to defend himself properly before the 
ennuiry, sinc~ k was not oeimifted by the Enquiry 
Officm to examine one Sri K. A. Siddhan as a 
defence w'tne« oi the g'ound that he was present 
throughout enauiry as a defence representative. In 
support cf h : s contention, he cited decision of the 
Rnmb’y High Conn r purled us 1991 TI CLR 225. 
That decision is not applicable to the f acts and cii- 
cuin't'nres of th's case A perusal of the records 
inch’ffu" the ''lot' tv p’ocefdmgs Ex. Ml clearly 
sho-y that the Pcfit'cnei was "Ivon ample opportunity 
m * v ' dou'c , ' , 'c enewin -md bv "vaifino the same he 
had v n r nheJ foui witnesses to defend himself. So 

” inou'-rec ti) ay tha‘ the Petitioner was not given 
reaso hi' mporhmuy to prove hi r innocence. The 
Petitioner V-rs'ir ha* •'dmilmd ffip comm : °sion of 
a o’ us uU.cu’vh;ct in the charge memo Ex 

Wi, ... hi- rep’v dated 30 4-94, F x . W4 and 
repu‘> the Mun'g'-m^nf to forrive h ; m Further 
the penisat of the enqpii \ p-eceodings in the domes¬ 
tic epuuirv F Ml unrt the Fnciuiry Officer’s findings 
I n t OTIorup’ --20 
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p\ M2 ckariy siiow that the enquiry was conducted 
n n ft.) .nd pup.i manner by giving ample oppor- 
.iw.-e, u, d>e Petitlynci, die delinquent employee 
< id by i.iFowmg the p. merles of natuiel justice. 
j\ffer co.vdcrmg the 1 eleven m. ierials placed before 
bun on uth. r s*de by way of ev.dence, the Enquiry 
Gffir'- -ubm'tud hu jlidmg-, ho’ding that the Peti- 
tionei bes commuted an act of misconduct in viola¬ 
tion of Chur-c 21(7) a-’d 21(1) of .be Standing 
't ‘•dei s 

6. Ihe new cij’ienf'on ta’sed on behalf of the Peti- 
tionei- i that the Petitioner could not participate in 
the enquiry in i, hen thy manner due to non-payment 
or '-ubwibrince oFo.eence. A perusal of the lecords 
-hows that if it in.orrect. The Petitioner has pait’ 
cipnted in tne enquiry fully without any objection and 
piotest tnd he did not claim sub'istence allowance. 
A.t no point of time during the enquiry he has said 
any piotest that non-payment of subsistence allow¬ 
ance disabled him from participating in the enauirv 
in a heahhy manner an 1 any prejudice has been 
caused to him. \s oer the recent Judgement of th: 
Mas;,, Hi<~h Comr teporied as 2001 1 MTJ P. 55 
i'i the absence of any prejudice shown to have been 
caused to the deiinouent employee in 'participating m 
th-' domeri'c eimti'iv in a health’ manner due ’o the 
non-payment of sulsistencc allowance and the delin- 
aiient enplovcc had failed f o claim the same during 
th' time lie participated the enauiry in full it cannot 
be said that ( h; enquiry was not conducted in a fur 
manner and h ,"’omits to violation of principles of 
natural justice. 

7. The r>'\t coifien+ion raised on behalf of his Peti¬ 
tioner is that c'-un'iung the Disciplinary Authority in 
the enurirv as MW?, who is higher in position than 
the Enauiry Officer and the Enquiry Officer was in- 
ffirwed bv MW? anri that said Disciplinary Authority 
has passed the final order of punishment is bad in 
law and is unsustainable. Tt ;c seen from the Ex. M2 
the report of ihe Lnnu r\ Ohkpi that he did not re!v 
uoon the evidence of MW3 only, but has taken in’o 
considerat-'o" all the mated its placed before him f o 
<’ive his findings. Tfie D’reintm'irv Authority has 
passed his order Fx W5 after considering all dm 
maffrials nlac-’d be*ore him inclusive of the ra c r 
records of the Pt’it’oner and based on the findings 
riven bv the Fnnuiry Officer in his report Ex. M2. 
Hence theie is no violation of principles of na f unl 
tuslice and Ihe order na^ed bv the Drcplinnrv 
Authority Fx. W5 is bad in hnv. 

8 Ye’ another cor’t'nrion raised on behalf of the 
T’eti’ioner : s that enauiry is ’abated in not providing 
the findings of the Enquav Officer to the Petitioner. 
This enn+entinn "aw'of be accented as correct in view 
of ffie derision of the Suomine Court in a rasp repnr- 
f'd as 1 9°d I TT t 1 60 j n that case the Hon’ble 
5nnrcme t^nuri kas he’d ffiaf <he ennuiry will not be 
vit : d‘~d due in ihe non-fijrnisb : ng of the fimlings of 
the Enon'”’ Officer *o th° deiinouent employee and 
th" p-'hjdie" 'Mi si'd v ;q have fo be Proved Here, in 
this cas- the Pe^v'ioner has not pro”"d r;m c in" of an” 
pre'.idff-e t' him jn thjs regard, 

9 Tt i" firth'”' arpued on behalf of the Petitioner 
that MW I. M TT 'c •' nd MW3 are not independent w't- 
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nfesses and they being the employees under die 
Respondent/Management in Sccuuly Depai tinent 
their evidence ought not have been relied upon by 
the Enquiry Officer. i he- contention huo no bare,, 
because they deposed before the Enquiry Oilicet as 
Management witnesses as what they know about the 
incident. So the reliance made by the Enquiry Offi¬ 
cer on their statements cannot said to be incorrect on 
the ground that they are not independent witne.ses, 

10. The contention raised on behalf of the Peti¬ 
tioner in inspect ol the reliance made by the 
Respondent about the* past records of the Petitioner 
as unsuftailiable is incorrect. The Petitioner was 
aware about the production of his past records in the 
enquiry itself, as it is evidenced from the cnquiiy 
proceedings Ex. Ml, So. his contention that no notice 
has been given to him about iiis past record is base¬ 
less. The mention ot the Enqniiy Ollicei in his 
report about the post records of the Petitioner was 
bad, incidentally does not amount to play the iole ot 
the Disciplinary Aillhoiily or does not vitiate the en¬ 
quiry. J-urlhci, the validity ot the enquiry cannot 
be impeached on technical grounds, as it is decided 
by the Supreme Court as a law laid down. 

11. Under such circumstances on tire basis of the 
discussions above, 1 come to the condlusion that the 
domestic enquiry conducted by the Enquiry Officer 
against the PelitiouCi as a charge riiected employee 
lair and propci, loilovmg the principles of natural 
justice. Thus, 1 answer the point accordingly. 

12. For hearing arguments of tire counsel on 
either side, with regard to the punirimient imposed 
by the Respondent (Disciplinary Authority) against 
the Petitioners it is adjourned to f8-4-2001. 

(Orders m this preliminary issue has been dictated 
to the Stenographer and transcribed & typed by him 
and corrected and pronounced hv me in the open court 
on this day the lltb April, 20&1). 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 

25-4-2001. 

AWARD 

13. When the matter was taken up for hearing 
further arguments of the counsel on either side with 
regard to the main issue as mentioned in the Schedule 
of reference, both the counsel appearing on cither 
side and both the parties were not present and there 
was no icpresentation. So, the case was adjourned 
to 23-04-2001 for hearing amuments of the counsel 
on either side on the main issue. 

14. When the matter was came up on 23-04-2001, 
both the parties were not present and the counsel 
appearing on cither side were also not present and 
there was no representation. So, it was held thm 
there was no rrpuments to be advanced on either 
side in respecl of the main issue about the action of 
the Management against the Workman concerned in 
terminatin'! his services. The case was posted fo r 
orders after due consideration till this dav 25th 
April, 2001, 


15. This Tribunal has alieady passed an award on 
1 1 i[i April, 2001 with ieganJ to the validny of the 
domestic enquuy a., a preliminary issue holding that 
tile said domestic enquuy against the present Peti¬ 
tioner, the charge sheeted employee, w'as conducted 
by the Enquiry Omeei in a tan and proper manner, 
loiluwing the pi maples of natural justice. Though 
it is alleged in the Claim Statement lor the Petitioner, 
Workman that the order nt dismissal passed by 
the Management is disproportionate to Lhe gravity 
of charges alleged against the Petitioner, nothing has 
been put toilh by way of an argument by the counsel 
Ur the Petitioner in upport of Lhat contention. It 
b clearly stated in the Counter Statement of the 
Respondent] Management that on the findings given 
by the Enquiry Officer in his report that the Peti¬ 
tioner is guilty ot charges levelled against him, it is 
in violation of Clause 21(7) and 21(10) of the 
Sending Oiders of the Re-poiulent(Management, On 
submission of the Enquiry Of fie-Vs report, the Rcs- 
p iident] Management abo has considered the bad 
pay record oi the Petitioner, wherein he was admo¬ 
nished on smeral occasions for s imil ar misconducts, 
the Respondent has issued a second show cau Q e nnriec 
to the Petitionei dated 18-4-1994 to the proposed 
punishment ol dismissal from service. After the 
Petitioner has submitted lus ieply dated 20-4-94, 
wherein he had admitted the charges and tendered 
apology, the Respnndent/Managennent after consider¬ 
ing the findings of the Enquiry Officer and the ex- 
phimitioi given by the Petitioner and the past record 
of the Petitioner, the Respondent had passed an order 
dated 20-6-1994, dismissing the Petitioner from ser¬ 
vice The Petitioner has also preferred an appeal 
against the said order of dismissal. Only after hear¬ 
ing the petitioner and after perusing the past records 
of the PetitionerlWorkman, the Appellate Authority 
by its order dated 9| 11-7-94 confirmed the order of 
dismissal passed by the Disciplinary Authority. 

16. Though if is alleged in the Petitioner’s Claim 
Statement that the action of the Management is vin¬ 
dictive and only to victimize him for his union 
activities he was dismissed tiom service, no accept¬ 
able evidence has been placed before this Court or 
even contended by the Petitioner in the Claim State¬ 
ment. A perusal of the records in this case clearly 
show that the PelitioncIWorkman was admonished 
on seven! occasions fc similar misconducts and 
only after coming te the conclusion that the m ; s- 
‘■imducl of the Petitioner was in violation of Clause 
21(7) and 21(10) of Standing Orders of the Res¬ 
pondent, the Disciplinary Authority had come to 
the conclusion that it is a fit case wherein the Peti¬ 
tioner has io be awoided punishment of dismissal 
from service Even prior to the passing of final order 
under Ex, W5 of the Respondent'Management, second 
show cause notice dated 18-4-94 under Ex W3 was 
given to the Petitioner]Workman for which he has 
submitted a reply under Ex. W4 dated 20-4-94. In 
that reply he has tendered his apology and has assur¬ 
ed the Management that he will not' commit such 
misconduct in future. Subsequent to that in the 
final order doted 20-6-94 passed by the Disciplinary 
Authority, it has Irmcn clearly rioted that the expla- 
mt ; on ffiven by the PetifinneriWorkman for the second 
show cause notice proposing the punishment for his 
nvseondnet. is not sntisfaclon and after verifying the 
pas r rervds of the Petitioner, it was found that there 
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was no othci possibility except lcmovlng him from 
service. In the appeal prefeircd by the Petitioner! 
V. orkniun undci Ex. W6, he has not stated that the 
punishment imposed by flic Disciplinary Authority 
ag.mst him on the ba-is of tlie findings of the En¬ 
quiry Ofhcei in Ins report, is grave in nature and 
dispropoitionutc to the misconduct of the Petitioner 
It is al-o not his contention Lheiein that the said order 
of dismiss'll svis parsed by the Disciplinary Autho¬ 
rity against Jum vindictive, only to victimise him. The 
Appellate Authority in his order under Ex. W7 has 
cleaiiy stated that after perusing the entire records- 
and appeal pieferred by the Petitioner]Workman 
dated 4 7-9+ and after hearing him personally on 
8-7-94, he has tound that it is a proved misconduct 
and mspne of warnings wue given to the Petitioner 
picvioiisly on several limes by the Management, the 
Petit.oner has not chosen to lcctifj himself and hence 
j. an Appellate Authority he cannot interfere with 
the punishment imposed by the Disciplinary Autho¬ 
rity and he confirmed the punishment of dismissal 
fiom sci vice against the Petitioner!Workman under 
order dated 20-6-94 So from all these things it is 
evidently clear that the action of the Management in 
punishing the PetiiionerjWorkman for the proved 
misconduct is just and propei and it is not motivated 
by victimisation. Fuither it is seen from the recoids 
ihut the quantum oi punishment imposed by the 
Management against the PelitioneffWorkman as dis- 
umsal from service is juM and proper, when compar¬ 
ed to the gravity of the proved misconduct of the 
PetUioneijWorkman. ? o under such circumstances, 
1 come lo th: conclusion that the Petitioner has not 
made any case lor interfeience by this Hon’ble Tri¬ 
bunal under section 11A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, in respect ol the quantum of punishment 
imposed by the Management 111 Party against the 
Petitioner WorkmanII Party, sincr the punishment 
could not be categorised as shockingly disproportion¬ 
ate, warranting interfeience by this Tribunal. Thus, 
I unswei the point accordingly holding that the ter¬ 
mination of Petitioner]Woikman Sri I. Knshnan, 
Token No, 707, from service by the Management ot 
TANMAG is just, proper and legal. 

17. In the result, an award is passed holding that 
the action of the Management of TANMAG, Salem 
in terminating the service of Sri 1 Kiishnan, Token 
No 707 is just, proper arid legal and hence the Peti- 
tioner|Woilcman is not cntitlec to any relief, as 
preyed for. No Cost. 

(Delated ti the Stenographs, transcribed and 
typed by him and corrected and pronounced by me 
in the open court this day, the 25th April, 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEA AN, Presiding Officer 
Witness-s Examined — 

On eithei side.—None 
Documents Marked 

Tor the Workman] 1 Paity : 

Tx No. Date Description 

Wl 16-3-94 — Xerox copy of charge sheet 
usual to the Petitioner. 

\V2 18 3-04 - Xcio' copy of explanation sub- 
nulfed by the Pailionci. 


W3 18-4-94.--Xciox copy of show cause notice 
sent to Pel iToiler. 

W4 20-4-94.—Xe r ox copy of explanation sub- 
nutted by the Petitioner. 

W5 20-6-94 —Xerox copy ol final order passed 
by tiie Respondent. 

W6 4-7-94 —Copy of appeal prefeircd by the 
Petitionei 

W7 9-7-94.—Xerox copy ot order passed by the 
Appellate Authority. 

W8 14 -7-°4.—Xerox copy of 2A petition filed 
by the Pct'tioner. 

W9 — Xerox copy of Reply to the 
Counter filed by the Petitioner. 

W10 — —Xmox copy of failure re¬ 

port of conciliation of Asst. Labour Com¬ 
missioner. 

For the Mam'gemcnt]II Party : 

Ml 21-3-94—Xerox copy of proceedings of 
the domestic enquiry. 

M2 14-4-94.—Xerox copy of the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer. 

fit firt+fr, to +r£, 20ot 

M rq. n4s— 4MfiH7 fwix qf.jfnw, 1947 
(1947 tt 14) # trrer 17 % spprrvr if, 
rr7 m: fr. 3ff. n-, •§■?<. sn^ihr % 
fffirinh 4TT tTTT TUTETtf % *T fnf 1&Z 

XftTffW frifT? if TDTR Sffawr/ +PT 

?4TirTflr % q-trre yfr qtnriTT sfreeff f, Xr wet 
trcfTf Tt 9-5-2001 ri jrr^ Txr m 1 

[{f.TT-2 901 i/4o/9 3-4if:*rrf (fafa*)] 
tE irtf. Tfxnr, q+n: trfri 

New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1148.—-In pursuance ol Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 ol 
1947), the Central Government hereby pub¬ 
lishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal, Chennai as shown in the 
Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management 
P.G.A. Enterprises and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
9-5-2001. 

[No. L-2901J [40|99*Ift(Misci)l 
B. M. DAVID, Under Sccy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TIIE CENTRA! GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTBUNAITUMIABOIJR 
COURT, CHENNAI 
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Wednesday, the 18th April, 2001 
PRESENT : 

K. Karllukryan, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 299|200! 
(Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 
328:199) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, 

G.Q.T. Sangam. • • Claiaiantjl Party 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

P.G.A. Enterprises. 

2. The Blanch Manager, 

P.G.A. Enterprises, 

Management! II Party. 

APPEARANCE : 

For the Claimant : M|s. D. Hari Paran- 
thaman V. Ajoy Khose & P. Vijen 
dran, Advocates. 

For the Management : M|s. T. S. 
Gopalan & Co. 

REFERENCE : 

Order No. L-29011 |40|99,IR(M) dt. 
26-11-99, Govt, of India, Ministry ot Labour, 
New Delhi. 

This dispute on coming up belore me on 
18-04-2001, this day. the counsel on euh’i 
side present, informed this Tribunal that 
the matter has been settled between the parties 
under section 18(1) of the Induff rad Di 
putes Aet, 1947 and filed a joint memo, n* 
questing this Tribunal to record the settle¬ 
ment and to piss an award accordingly. 

AWARD 

The reference by Central Government in 
the exercise of the powers conferred by Clause 
(d) sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
in respect of dispute between the 72 workers 
as per the Annexure to Schedule of n lenenre 
and Pallava Granites Aswini Enterprise.,, 
management, mentioned as Schedule append¬ 
ed in the order of reference. 

The Schedule reads a-, lollows :— 

“Whether the Management of \swini 
Enterprises, Karnsanur, Vanur 


Taluk is justified in terminating the 
services of 22 woikers as per the 
uimexurc ? If not, to what relic! the 
workmen are entitled A 

2. This order of reference was originally 
made to Tamil Nadu Industrial tribunal for 
adjudication and the same was taken on file 
there as I.D. No. 328[90. Both the parties to 
the dispute appeared before that Tribunal 
and tiled their respective Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement. Though tnc reterenec m 
the Schedule above, as the industrial dispute 
to be adjudicated upon, refers to 22 worker 
with the Management concerned in the Cham 
Siaiement filed by the General Secretary m 
the 1 Party|Granite (Juarry Thozhilahr 
Sangam, it is stated clearly that they have res¬ 
tricted their claim only to seven persons men 
tinned therein. They asked lor relief of pass¬ 
ing an award by this Tribunal holding that 
action of the Respondent in terminating the 
services ot seven workers named in the Claim 
Statement as unjustified and eoirequently, 
direct the Respondent to reinstate them with 
continuity of service, back wages and other 
attendant benefits. Subsequently, as per the 
order-, of the Central Govt, this industrial 
dispute has been transferred from the file of 
Tamil Nadu Industrial Tribunal to tin file 
ol this Tribunal and has taken on file ^ I.D. 
No. 299)2001. On receipt of notices fiom 
this Tribunal, informing th: parties about 
the transfer of this case from the Ten li 1 Nadu 
Industrial Tribunal to the file of this Tribunal, 
both the parties appeared before this Tribim 4 
with their respective counsels finally tsi 
18-01-2001, this day and liLd a jomt n-m 
staling the matter has been se^Wl oi ,+ of fir' 
Court between the p irffcs and l 'OueffM tbE 
Tribunal to record the sc'rlement and dis¬ 
pose of this case accordingly. 

3. The counsel on either side along with 
respective parties present to-day before this 
Tribunal for this referred indiMrhl dbonfe 
which has been restricted to Seven Woi 1 men. 
as pe<* die Claim Statement tiled b\ (he r 
Party'Claimant appeared before this Tribunal 
today fif'd 1 oven different separate '-'MU- 
ments, ihcy individually enter'd irdo w ;, ’> 
the Mamg'menf under action 18(1) of th ■ 
Industrial Disputes Aet, 1947. Both dm 
Management representative M’d dm eonr a > d 
Seven Workmen w'rc ruv-c'nt in ;h- Peart 
with their respective conn 1 el on record Th; 
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terms of the individual settlements were put 
to the concerned Workmen individually and 
ilie Management representative. They ad¬ 
mitted them as correct and those settlements 
(Seven in number) are recorded accord¬ 
ingly. All the Seven concerned Workmen re¬ 
quest this Tribunal to dismiss this industrial 
dispute as closed, in view of the settlements 
they individually entered into witn the II 
Party |Management. Accordingly, the set de¬ 
ment between the parties in terms of the 
settlements hied individually is recorded. 

4. An award is passed as L No Dispute’ 
award dismissing the industrial dispute under 
1 cference. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer and trans¬ 
cribed & typed by him and corrected & pro¬ 
nounced by me in the open court on this day, 
the 18 th April, 2001). 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
teraT, 11 n't, 2001 

qg.srr 1149.—bora 1947 

(1947 44 14) %r ora 17% sujrrar 4 , %nfnr 
ttwis: ^ffsntrt spi-rq'tVwFT f"f. % tfiUMh 7 

% hfs ffiAPm sfat^ra % 

fafigs saWrfiTsp fah sfthtirnr irfsrera / ■srg 
fa9iF3n<ram % qraj %t swiffig 
%r %*sfa ttwit *pt 9/5/2001 %t aicft gw «n 1 

[*T gh-J002o/l/2001-hit. rtf (nir)J 
4L T pf gfatw 

New Delhi, the 11th May, 2001 

S.O. 1149.—In pursuance of Section 17 or the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Govemmnt hereby publishes the award of 
the Industrial Tribunal!Labour Couit, Vishakha- 
patnam as shown in the Annexuure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Hindustan Petroleum C'oip. Ltd. 
and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 9-5-2001. 

[No. L-30025) 1 1 2000-1 R(M)J 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COUURT OF INDUSTRIAL TRIBU- 
NAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
VISAKHAPATNAM 

PRESENT 

Sri K. Vcerapu Naidu, B Sc., B.L., 

Chairman, Industrial Tribunal & 

Prodding Officer. Labuiir Couit, 
Visakhapatnam. 


I.T.I.D. No. (C)5|2000 
Dated : 30th day of August, 2000 
Directly filed U|Sec. 2(A)2 of I.D. Act, 1947 
BETWEEN . 

Bora Demudu, S(o Mamuulu, 

C|o G. Kondyya. D. No. 10-472, 

Eeswamagar, Kakinada. . .. Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

Engineering & Projects, 

Hindustan Petroleum Coiporation Ltd., 

(Govt, of India undertaking) 

Hindustan Bhavan, 

B. Shoorji Vallabhadas Marg, 

Mumbai-400038. ... Respondent 

This dispute coming on for hearing before me in 
the piesnce of Sri D. Subrahmanyam. Advocate for 
petitioner and of M|s Saibaba & Srinivas Advocates 
for Respondent. Memo filed and upon perusing the 
material papers on record the court passed the 
following : 

AWARD 

This case is enchanced to this day as per order 
in I.A. 192|2000. Memo filed stating that the 
matter is settled out of court. 

Hence the petition is dismissed without costs. 
Nil Awatd is passed. 

Given under my hand and seal of the court this 
the 30th day of August, 2000. 

K. VEERAPU NAIDU, Chairman 
Presiding Officer, Labour Court 
nf feral, 11 jt#, 2001 

1150 —tfWfw fffirrc srfafffinr, 1947 
(1947 « 5 T 14) %t gra 17 % sFprar h, 
ragra ra Trraffi: fifa ^ % gg-gara % 
fifafar^T % fafac?r 

fam it %fafa ?raFT7 wkfrfffip ffifi-spra/ 
'W % 4^13 %f JfqrrfVpT rafat I, 

%fafa otr %) 10/5/2001 %T trra 5m ra 1 

[4. 7 / 7-4501 l/ls/s 3 -¥f-lVtT] 
4). ITB - tfqr, 5 T 47 

New Delhi, the 11th May, 2001 

S.O. 1150.—Tn pursuance of Section 17 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (1 4 of 
1947 ), the Central Government hereby pulv 
’ dies the award of the Central Governmr-ffi 
Industiial Tribunal Bangalore as shown in 
‘he Annrauro in the Industrial Dispute hra 
w m 'hi' employers in r, lalion to the inarm "C- 
nii-rst ol New Mnngiore Port Trust and the 
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Inspectors, who arc working along 
with cargo handling gang workers 7 
If not, to what relief the said work¬ 
men are entitled ? 


workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-5-2001. 

[No. L-45011118j83-D1-VA] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated 19th April, 2001 

PRESENT : 

Hon’ble Sim V. N. Kulkarni B. Com. LLB 
Presiding Officer. 

C.R. No. 31 [87 

I PARTY 

The Secretary, 

New Mangalore Port, 

Stall Association (HMS), 

Ad m i n i strati ve B u i Id ings, 

New Manngaiore Port Trust, 

Panambur. 

II PARTY 

The Chairman, 

New Mangalore Port Trust. 

Panambur, 

Mangalore-10. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising 
the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2A of the Sec¬ 
tion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
has referred this dispute vide order No. L- 
4501 l T8[83-D.IV(A) dated 27th April, 
1985 for adjudication on the following 
schedule 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the administration of New 
Mangalore Port Trust is justified 
in introducing 2 shift system in 
respect of operational staff in the 
Traffic Department of New' 
Mangalore Port Trust without pay¬ 
ing any extra allowance lover time 
as ri being paid in Cochin Port 
Trust ? If not, to what relief the 
said workman arc entitled ?” 

Whether the mamgement of New Man¬ 
galore Trust is justified in not ex¬ 
tending the incentive Scheme to 'he 
c u '' T orie f of Tally ( Ur 1 * T r aff< 
Inspector, .and A 1 blunt Ti.iff'- 


2. Notices were issued to parties and par-' 
tics filed Claim Statement and Counter res¬ 
pectively. 

3. Mangalore Harboui Piojecl was re¬ 
named as port of New Mangalore by Govt, 
of India during May 1947 by extending provi¬ 
sion of Major Ports Act, 1931. The main 
categories of workmen in the Traffic Depart¬ 
ment are (1) Tally Clerks (2) Asstt. Traffic 
Inspectors (3) Traffic Inspectors and (4) 
Lascars. These categories of employees, are 
ministerial Out door staff of the port and 
had 8 hours duty per day and the work was 
round the clock in 3 shifts. The shift hours 
were as follows :— 

1st from 6 AM to 2 PM. 

Ilnd from 2 PM to 10 PM. 

lllrd from 10 PM to 6 AM. 

All of a sudden and without any representa¬ 
tion from the workmen or union shift time 
was changed from 8 AM to 5 PM and 6 PM 
to 3 PM. Therefore dispute was raised. 

4. First party appeared and filed claim 
Statement, contenting that the changed shift 
system introducing two shifts is not coriect 
and the management is not justified. It is 
also stated in the Claim Statement that 8 
hours work per day to out door Ministerial 
Staff of New Mangalore Port is discrimina¬ 
tory as the indoor ministerial staff of the poi t 
has to work only 6 ] |2 hours per day. Earlier 
there were 3 shifts and the sudden change is 
illegal. It is further stated that the manage¬ 
ment is not justified in extending incentive 
chum to the category staff like Tally Clerl s. 
Traffic Inspectors and Asstt. Traffic Inspectors 
who were working along with Cargo handing 
workers. The first party has prayed to allow 
the reference. The first party has given 
detailed facts so far as incentive is concerned 
and said that incentive wages is existing in 
all the major ports. 

5. Second Party filed objections contenting 
that there is no discrimination between in¬ 
door ministerial staff and the out door staff 
and the difference in working hours is justi¬ 
fied, The Chairman did not agree to extend 
the facilities to compensate the hardships on 
account of changes as alleged in the Claim 
Stalomonf. The withdrawal of OTA is jusli 
lied. So far as payment of in centric s 
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concerned it is stated that Listed workers weie 
not the employees of the second party and 
just because the listed workers are given 
the incentive which is not a justification 
for the present demand. It is not correct t° 
say that under the settlement dated 4-1-81 the 
second party is to extend the benefit of inccn 
five wage scheme. It only provided for dis¬ 
cussion between the management and th: 
Union. There is no question of breach ol 
settlement. The denial of incentive scheme 
is not in violation of Payment of Wages Act. 
Tfhe second party, therefore, Iras prayed to 
reject the reference. 

6. It is seen from the records that earlier 
evidence was adduced and interim award 
was passed. Again the management examin 
cd one witness. Various documents are mark 
ed. MW II is examined. MW II Mr. 
Navneeth Kumar is examined by the manage¬ 
ment. He has given evidence that they have 
2 shifts and it is in accordance with rules and 
nothing is wrong in it. Memo was filed hv 
the union regarding incentive and the 
management filed memo saying that Central 
Govt, has to approve it. Documents Fx 
P4 are marked in the evidence. There is 
a settlement which is marked as Ex. P4 and 
this settlement is in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 12(3) of the Act and 
‘ iis Settlement override^ all other schemes. 
He has also stated that now there is no catc 
gory of Tally Clerk and there is only super¬ 
visory category and they arc entitled fo: 
incentive 50% of Tally Clerks. Incentive is 
related to productivity and the settlement 
is regarding productivity. I have carefully 
perused all the documents and heard the 
counsel for the second party. The first party 
remained absent even after many adjourn¬ 
ments. 

7. According to the evidence of MW lb 
Mr. Navneeth Kumar there arc two shifts and 
the same is justified. It was argued by the 
learned counsel for the second party that 
there is settlement which is marked as Ex 
M4 and this settlement is between the federa¬ 
tion of workers and major ports on a 1 ! Tndn 
batis under Section 1213) of the ID Act 
'md this rn’-ers the dispute of incentive T+ 
is in the evidence of MW TI that th' inccnfh'' 
is related to productivity and it was also argu¬ 
ed tint in view of the settlement Clause 
3*b the present dispute does not survive 
Considering all the documents and the settle 


ment I am of the opinon that there is merit 
in the arguments of the learned counsel for 
the second party. Taking all this into consi¬ 
deration I am of the opinion that the manage 
ment is justified in having two shifts and 
in view of the settlement it is also justified in 
not extending the incentive scheme for cate 
gorics of Tally Clerks more particularly 
when there is no category of Tally Clerks. 
Therefore, I am of the opinion that the ref'- 
rence has no merit and accordingly 1 proceed 
to pass the following Order. 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, cor 
reeted and signed by me on 19th April 2001 ^ 

] 94-2001 

V. N. KULKARN1. Presiding Officer 
rtf feyfr, n trf, 2001 

*rr m 1951—bWtfinr fiprr? srfgfiTgTT, 1947 
(1947 ^i 14) jtpt 17% h, 

mrrfTt trsuTR 3 t*p fir % rprAcTct % *fin3' 
sfE 3rr% 'ftwrff % dbr, naau % fitfer 
fasrre b %-fnr tp-spir uNfrfngt rtrrtn'sPT 

mrsfr r % Tare: mtaftinr sfPrft f,, sfr %?sfh 

%t 10-5-2001 %t 5TFT fSTT *tt 1 

f’T HPT- 4 5 0 1 2 / 2 fo/ 8 fi-'s)—IV 

bt n-g tfq'T, 3ttr t rtfer? 
New Dcllii. the 1 Ith May, 2001 

S.O. 1151.—In pursuance ol Section 17 
of the Industria- Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby pub¬ 
lishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal I La hour Court. Bangalore 
as shown in the Annexmc in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to 
(he management of Mazagon Dock Ltd., and 
their workman, which was received bv the 
Central Government on 10-5-2001. 

(No. L-450]2i26l86-D,lV A] 

B. M. DAVID, Under S:cv 

ANNE^UPV 

BEFORE THE CFNTRAf GOVERNMENT 
1NOUSTRIAJ TRIBUNA r CTTM LABOUR 
COURT, BANGAl ORE 

Dated 20th April. 2001 

PRESENT : 

Hon’ble Shri V N Kulkarni B Com. 
LI B Presiding Officer. 
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C. R. No. 161187 

I PARTY : 

The General Secretary, 

Karnataka Dock & General, 

Workers Union (HMS), Panambur, 
Mangalore. 

II PARTY : 

The Deputy General Manager, 

Mazagon Dock Ltd., 

Mangalore Yard, Panambur, 

Mangalore. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercisinr 
the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2A of the S'c- 
lion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1 c j- a 1 
has referred this dispute vide Order No. 
L-45012!26'86-D.IV(A) dated 15th October 
1987 for adjudication on the folnwb’g 
schedule :— 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether there is employer and emp-oye^ 
relationship between the workman 
in the dispute and the management 
of Mazagon Dock Ltd., Mangalore 
Yard, Panambur. If Yes, whether 
the action of the management o' 
Mazagon Dock Ltd.. MangAom 
Yard Panambur, in refuemg + o 
employ SiShn (1) Edmond Joseph 
D’Souza (2) Vistor Baptist (3! 
Devada Karkera 64) K r -shava p "'- 
tran (5) Chandra Shekhara Shed'/ 
(6) Umesh B (7) Chandrabad (8* 
Frederwick D’Souza (9) Shot Sand 
and (10) Surendra from June, 1986 
is instilled and legal ? If not to what 
relief the concerned workmen am¬ 
end tied to ?” 

2. Notices were issued to parties and pm* 
ties hied Claim Statcmen f and counter mv 
pectively. 

3. The F’rst Party workmen having wo f T- 
i > - - for the Second party since the very Ho 
tion of its Mangalore varcl. Initially they 
were recanted bv various contractors an-’ 
L'ter somewhere in the year 1Q84. Th» 

nagement took the services. Th< - - ■ 
was permanent in nature. The action A 
the management did not oroper and H' 
we A' i n are denied their right *o earn th Nr 
livelihood The first party has prayed to re¬ 


instate these 10 workmen. The second party 
tiled objections con tending mat the dispute is 
baseless and fictuioas. The employees me 
not working to the second party and there 
> no master and servant relationship in ut 
tween them. The company of the second 
party is a public sector undertaking under 
Ministry ol Defence, department of defence 
production. The allegation in respect o 
Shri N. P. Shetty made by the nrst party are 
not correct. The allegations are basekvx 
The second party needed certain labourer, 
i a- certain temporary intermitting jobs t nd 
therefore a contract for the supply of such 
casu '1 ser/Lxs was adoted to Sh;i N. P. Fhebe 
who had uich facilities. Accordingly Sh.i 
Saetty supplied the manpower as and when 
inquired and he Wes paid tur the manpow 
ptovid.d at a certain fixed rate per person 
Second pa.iy never employed at any tun-'. 
The connect v’.th Shri N. P. Shetty w.u> al>o 
temporary. The second party for these rea¬ 
sons has prayed to reject the reference. Sh- 
N. P. She's, v bji .bo filed objec.iom. 

4. It is seen from the records that for work¬ 
men WW1 to 5 are examined. On b chair o 
tin Second Party Devdas Uchil is examined. 
1 have read the evidence carefully and perm 
ed afi the records. MW1 has categoric?!!/ 
stated in ihe evidence tbit Shri N. P. Shetty 
was the labour supply contractor and he was 
supplying labour on contract. Ke law abo 
stag’d that there was no relationship directly 
o'- indirect'/ cf emp'o}cr and employee bet 
v/cen management ~nd th: fi st party. Th , 
wei c not paying wages to the workman. No 
attendance was taken. They hove no control 
over the discipline. He has also said work 
similar to these workmen was given to many 
oAers, ard they were labourers Fir-d Party 
workmen were not entitled to FSI. EPF. It 
is a bo stated bv him that contact o c ShH 
N P Shetty was terminated. No workm- T 
hours w-w fixed for the "'obraen. The„ 
h->d no leave facilities No benefit were 
vHm *n them as such of regular workers, Thb 
MW1 b cross examined at length bv' the fi r 
pw*-/. t h'l./e -orrk! red the evident rF 
“b’ e M nartv and management and j "m o' 
the ormloi ih i* y hr> firrt nartv b-s Hil, 
to establish fh« reWionsHp of rop’ov^ r^d 
•vorvTjiover in between narfies and no ponvi"'- 
in t evjd r> : s pc'd”C''d b, 7 the fir t pertv so a" 
<o sav thm tfipre is merit in He reference 
Qn jhr» o’her hand we are having Aw evid' vn ' ,> 
of MV’/1 who h°s eatpgorwafiv seated th '* 1 
(here b no r cl'Wonship of employer and 
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ployce in between parties. There is no rea¬ 
son to discard his evidence. His evidence is 
quite natural. * He is cross examined at lengili 
but nothing is made out to show that there 
is, relationship of employer and employee in 
between the parties. MW1 lias stated that 
the first party workmen arc not regular 
workmen and they were only labourers. In 
view of this evidence the cross examination 
of MW1 with some of the workmen had 
been recorded from the names sponsored by 
the Employment Exchange and some of 
them by legal reference will not help the first 
party that to establish that they are the work¬ 
men. Taking all this into consideration I 
urn of the opinion that there is no relationship 
of-employer and employee between the parties 
ipid the action of the management is legal 
and there is no merit in this reference and ac¬ 
cordingly I proceed to pass the following 
order : 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected. 

(Dictated to PA. transcribed by her. correc¬ 
ted and signed by me on 20th April 2001). 

30-4-2001. 

V. N. KULKARN1. Presiding Officer 
•# fcr-m, n rrl, 2001 

*rr.?n\ use.—v'rarfvr M'arc vf^fasrr, 1 w;: 
(is 4 ; 14 ) tI am 17 % aatrm ir 

fip i I'an Mv 'fri k. rorercr % fits 
fkk'Rb* aV tft k ata, wtt k fafira 

uterrurT fkaia k sfwrbTar 
fa^rmrraaft % kara tt amft If, tjfi kaffir 

rmrw t't y/s /2001 tt aT<a pr «rr. 1 

(a. ^-;ioo2 5/i/2oou-wiv. am (ga)] 

at. ntr. aar rNt 

New Delhi, the 11th May, 2001 

S.O. 1152.—fn puuuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra] Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Industrial TribunaljLabour 
Court. Visakhapatnmn us shown in the Annexing in the 
Indusrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Visakhapatnam Oort Trust and their work¬ 
man, which was received by the Central Government on 
9-5-2001. 

t’No. L-3002J|112000-TR (MU 
B. M DAVTD, Under Secy, 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE COURT OF INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAE- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, VJSAKH\ PATNA IH 

jPRESENT : 

Sri K. Vcerapu Naidu, B.Sc.. B.l , Chairman and Pre¬ 
siding Officer. 

1424 GT/2001—21 


I.T-ED, (C) 5|98 

The General Secretary, 

V.M. & P, Workers Union, 

26-26-27, Harbour Approach Road, 
Visakhapatnam-530001. ,. Workman. 

AND 

I he C hairman, 

Visakhapatnmn Port 1 1 ust, 

Visakhapatnum. . . Management. 

This dispute coming on for final hearing before me in 
the presence of Sri K. Balakrishna, Advocate for workman 
and Sri G. V. Venkata Reddy, Advocate for management, 
upon heating the arguments of both sides and on perusing the 
entire material on record, Ihe court passed the following : 

AWARD 

(1) 1 his is a rctereuce made by the Government of India, 
Ministry of ljibom, New Delhi under .Sec. 10(l)(d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of the follow¬ 
ing matter relating to the management of Port Trust and 
tiuir woihmcn : 

“Whether the action of the management of Visakhapal- 
nam Port Trust by not amending the Recruitment 
Rules of Asst. Foreman (Locos) in Ore Hand¬ 
ling Complex of Mech, Dept, of Visakhapatnam 
Pori Trust ns a selection post on par with other 
selection posts of Mech. Dept, is justified. If not, 
to wh.U relief the workmen concerned are entitled?” 

(2) Ihe Ocneial Secretary of the Visakhapatnam Harbour 
and Port Workers’ Union (AITUC) filed its claim statement 
stating that the union is registered and recognised. There are 
thousands of employees of the management as its members 
and the aggrieved workmen by name P. Rama Rao is one 
among them and he is a Khalnsi (Shore), Ore Handling 
Complo. and he w.,s appointed on 9-11-92 and continuously 
working without any blemish till 31-8-96 on which date his 
services were lennui;'ted on t be foo, ot a report gnen by 
Revenue Divisional Officer, V sr,khapatn uu with the alle¬ 
gation that the Burma Renntriatc Certificate submitted by 
the workman is not genuine and it is the depot to obtain 
the employment It is also the further s’rvice of the 
management that os per the cerdficne issued bv R.PE. 
Visakhapatnam disciplinary action was initiated bv coming 
charge sheet dated 9-5-85 for chcarJng the Port Administra¬ 
tion and the workman stated that the certificate given by the 
emnlovmeht exchange and in turn he submitted the same. 
The departmental enquiry has been conducted the workman 
did not choose to appoar before the enquiry officer. So, the 
enquirv officer submitted bis report. A show cause notice 
dated 11-7-86 imposing the penalty ot removal from service 
W”s issued and the workman did not submit any explanation 
wi'bin 1 < days Hence be was removed and he is not en¬ 
titled to back wages 

f3) Before this Tribunal, the workman is examined as 
WW1 and no documents are marked. On behalf of the mana¬ 
gement. MW1 to MW3 are examined and Exs, Ml to Ml8 
are marked. 

(4V Heard both sides. 

(5) The point that arises for consideration is : 

“Whether the Burma Repariate Certificate Ex, M6 

dated 8-4-76 is not genuine or not and if it is not 
genuine what are the consequences thereon-’’ 

(6) The following are the admitted facts that the workman 
worked as Khalasi (Shore) in Ore Handling Complex, Chief 
Mechanical and Engineering Department Visakhapatnam 
Port Trust, Visakhapatnam w.el 3-5-82, because on a certi¬ 
ficate Ex. M6 produced bv him that he is a Burma Rep¬ 
atriate, he got Ihe job in the respondent management orga¬ 
nisation. The management submitted Ex. M6 certificate and 
also the similar certificates of some other employees for 
verification to then R.D.O. under its letter dated 12-2-82 
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v, an regard to their genuineness and that letter is marked as 
Ex, Ml, Ihe K.D.O. in his report Ex. M4 dated 2-3-85 stated 
that tile Burma Repudiate Certificate (Ex. M6) produced 
by the workman is not genuine. Basing on that leport a 
charge sheet Ex. M7 was given lor which Ex. M8 explana¬ 
tion was given by the workman denying the charge and an 
enquiry was held in which it was held that the certificate 
produced by him is not genuine and consequently the work¬ 
man was removed from service. The enquiry report is mark¬ 
ed as Ex. M9 and Ex. M10 is the show' cause notice and Fx- 
Ml) is the letter addressed to the management by the woik- 
man lor exlention of time to submit this explanation. Ex. 
MI2 is the denial of time for submitting explanation and 
required him to submit his representation immediately and 
Ex. M13 is the report given by the Plant Manager. One Hand¬ 
ling Complex 1 hut the workman was absent from duty w e.f 
13-8-1986 till 21-8-1986 and Ex. M14 is the proceedings of 
the disciplinary authority removing the workman from ser¬ 
vice w.e.f. 9-9-96. Ex Ml4 Order is published Eanadu 
Daily Newspaper in Visakhapatnarn addition dated 30-10-86 
which is marked as Ex. Ml6. Further the workman also 
admitted that he was given the appointment in the quota of 
Burma repatriate as he was Burma Repatriate. He also 
admitted that if the proof certificate that he is a Burma 
Repatriate produced by him at the time of appoinment is not 
genuine, he has no ca,c. He says that Ex M6 is genuine and 
it is not fabricated document. Therefore, the basis for (he 
appointment of the workman is Ex, M6 certificate which 
shows the petitioner is a Burma Repatriate. 


(7) I’o prove the genuineness, the petitioner himself exa¬ 
mined as WWt. He did not examine any other person to show' 
that he is a Burma Repatriate. 

(8) On the other hahtl, the management examined the 
then Revenue Divisional Officci, who issued Ex, M4 icpoir 
d.ued 2-3-85 stating that tile Burma Repatriate proof cetlt- 
ficate of the petitionei at serial No. 6 is not genuine and he 
also deposed as MW1 that he received the copy of Ihe letter 
Ex. Ml, the number of he workman in die list is 23. After 
the abolition of the special officer post for Burma Repatriates, 
the duties of the special officer are entrusted to RDO. 
Therefore, he had aii occasion to verify the genuineness or 
otherwise of the pluof certificate in this case. He deposed 
that he verified the original file with reference to the loan 
number of that certificate and that certificate do not have any 
bearing to the name of the pelitionei p. Rama Rao oi his 
father Sichachalam and it is actually pertaining to Renuivulu 
Gurraiah but not this person and he also mentioned that a 
brpis ccrtiW was produced bv (he workman and he also 
filed note Ex. M3 and the specific cntiy is Ex. M3 (original 
is produced for verifications ft is also deposed hv MW) 
ihat the certificate is said to have been issued by one Bala- 
krshnu Rao, SORR ("Special Officer Ri fires Rehabilitation) 
dated April, 1976 and on v -Tlificition of th" offi'-ers who 
were theq in 1976. thcie v us no > .ITiccr of that, name tbu- 
worked m that capacity On ihe basis of these two aspect' 
the RDO mentioned that the certificat’' rx M6 is bogo- "pf 
he v‘ttt Ex. M4 report. This witness is Cioss-examined a" 
length. The management also examined one clerk in Visa- 
kh-ir’Anam Port OMV Depai tmnnt, Vrakhanatnam He ■■‘.it'd 
that basing on Ex. M6 fhis workman was given employment. 
"Hie scheduled Ex. M6 was ,-ent tt the f'olIFC sr. Vis,' V- 
ri'fnnm for verification under Ex M-l le'Ter dated 12-2-1982 
Som other certificates vere also ss-nt for verification, r^x. 
M4 is -eT bv the RDO daVT 2-3-1U8S wherein a v'rinl No. 
6 the name of the workman is menitoned and it is "Iso 
•Unfed that the -proof certificate he'oncing *o the workman 

no" "~nHne Tb"refnre as per the remilnrinq No 10 of th 
V;. alrivrpntr'lm Po r t I ; nnlove--- f' T n*sific;it'op and Central 

R "'"illation' 1968 a eh’irge sh-m F” M7 was issu'd It was 
"*r"ed an ih" workman and the worl man pave his exnlann- 
tian under w x. M8 and an enquiry was ordered and one 
P.V. MTi r a1i Mohan i R,.o, Ch ef Mechanical Engineer was 
appointed as an enquiry officer and in the enquiry the 
charges were held to be ereved ;md a showr'cause notice was 
issued fo the workman. So the show cause notice was sen r 
to him. ■ calling for exphiPp'-Tu and . he did 

.nor srhjn't. his t-xplana"iee -iw" i-’ Mt t fi ■ e-irasi' 

orders were passed on 9-9-86 Px. Ml6 h the paper publica¬ 


tion of the report of the Chief Mechanical Engineer and the 
workman did not prefer any appeal. Further in his cross- 
examination this witness stated that he has no personal 
knowledge about Ex, Ml or Ex. M6 and he denied tnat lie 
has no authorisation to depose the facts. 

(9) One P. V. Murah Mohan Rap, Plant SupenmendenL, 
Mechanical is examined as MW3, who is working in the 
Ore Handling Complex ol Visakhapatnarn Port Trust. He 
deposed that he wag appointed as enquiry officer by Chief 
Mechanical Engineer, Port Trust under orders dated 10-7-85 
and he submitted report Ex, M9 holding that the charges 
aro proved. That the evidence through MWs 1 and 3, and 
Exs. Ml lo M16 dearly establishes the fact that the proof 
certificate Ex. M5 is produced by the petitioner that he is a 
Huimn Repatriate is not genuine. Therefore, a show cause 
notice for removal of the workman is given for which the 
workman did not give reply and sought for time for one month. 
Further lie is directed to submit the explanation but he did 
not submit and consequently he was removed from service. 
However, the learned counsel for the workman submits that 
the RDO, sent his report with regard to the genuineness of 
the certificate is not examined before the enquiry officer. The 
said contention has no basis because the management examined 
the very RDO before this Tribunal as MW1. Who categori¬ 
cally deposed that the certificate Ex. M6 is not genuine and 
he issued Ex. M4 report basing on the enquiry report from 
Px. M3. 

(10) Howevei, Ex. M8, the explanation given to Ex. M7 
charge memo, the workman stated that his natural parents 
out of poverty gave him in adoption to the present foster 
parents of Visakhapatnarn and the adoption was done through 
rituals of their caste and its Pancbanama is with their elder- 
men of their caste, and in the employment exchange, he 
gave this factual information and asked for nelp and the 
employment people gave him a certificate which he sub¬ 
mitted to the office and he do not know the contents as 
ht is not literate to understand what were contained in the 
cei tificate. 

(11) He also quoted a decision reported in 1974-1 Service 
haw Reporter between Abdhul Aziz Khan Vs. Union of India 
wherein the Allahabad High Court held after examination 
that the Government Servant, a semi-Literate, getting the 
employment by producing a certificate given to him or granted 
to him by some outside agency is not guilty of misconduct 
or cheating as the cheating or decietful act as alleged was 
not done by him during the course of performance of his 
official duties and he is ordered to he continued in the same 
employment as on date if he is otherwise eligible without that 
certificate now.” The above said decision is not helpful to 
the workman. 

(12) The learned counsel appearing for the workman also 
placed reliance on a decision reported in 1998(1) LLJ 1129 
betwe'-n Gurusamy R. Vs, District Collector, Coimbatore and 
Others whereas it is stated that there is no request by employer 
Tor initiating proceedings to find out genuineness of Community 
Certificate issued and no doubt entertained by authorities 
who issued certificate regarding genuineness of Community 
Certificate I nquirics and verification procedure initiated by 
District C ollcctor and RDO based on complaint received 
from a co-vorkei who is third party is totally unsustainable 
.md liable to be quashed. Here the verification is not for 
by the employer at the time of the initial appoint¬ 
ment itself. TV RDO in |his case did not make 
any enquiry basing on a complaint received by 
3rd party. However, in the above '••aid derision, the genuine¬ 
ness of the certificate is with regard to the community and 
the workman also filed the earlier 3 certificates Issued by the 
Thnsildar and the statement wns also recorded and in such 
circumstances, the report submitted by the RDO stating that 
the community certificate issued by such person is cancelled. 

(13) It is also the case where some documents were filed 
by the workman ;o sut r mtmate bis claim. Therefiv;. 
under the circumstances bis Eordship was pleased to hold 
that the final order passed by the Collector Cancelling 
Community certificate b 1 -M i u which report of Revenue- 
Divisional Officer is Table to be set aside. Here we have 
not got any such mater! q uiy other piece of paper or 
anv materia) to show that the petitioner is a Burma Rcrar- 
triate. On the other hand, his explanation Ex, M8 dix- 
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Closes that he was- gjven adoption to th? named- parents ,'n 
his certificate. Therefor*, under the circumstances, the 
facts and circumstances of the at ve said decision has no 
application to the case on hand. 

(14) The very basis for the appointment of the workman 
is under the Burma Repartpates quota. If the workman failed 
to establish that he is a Burma Repartriate and that the 
certificate Ex. M6 is not genuine, he is not at all eligible 
to get the job and therefore, the above decision quoted by 
him has no application. Therefore, the reference is answered 
in favour of the management and against the workman. 

(15) In the result, nil award is passed. However, no order 
as to costa and each party is directed to bear its own costs. 

Dictated to steno transcribed by her given under my hand 
and seal of the court this the 19th day of September, 2000. 

K. VEERAPU NAIDU, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE 
WITNESSES EXAMINED 

For Workman: 

WWl: P. Rama Raa 
For Management: 

MW1 : R. Rama Krishnaiah. 

MW2: V. V. Satyanarayana. 

MW3 : P. V. Murali Mohan Rao, 

DOCUMENTS MARKED 

For Workman: NIL. 

For Management: 

Fx. Ml : 12-02-82: Letter to the Dist. Collector by the 
management reg, verification of Burma Repartriate 
certificate. 

Ex. M2 ; 12-02-82: Statement showing the particulars of 
Burma School and Proof certificate. 

Fx. M3 : 12-02-82: Note file. 

Ex. M3(a): 12-02-82 1 Relevant entry on the note file 
Ex. M3. 

Ex. M4: 02-03-85: Report of the RDO, Vsp. to the 
management. 

Ex. MJ : 00-09-80 : Note file. 

Ex. M6 : 08-04-76 : Burma Repatriate certificate 

Ex. M7 : 09-05-85 : Charge-sheet. 

Ex. M8 : 30-5-85 : Explanation to charge sheet, 

Ex. M9 : 07-06-86 : Enquiry report. 

Ex. M10: 11-07-86: Show cause notice. 

Ex. Mil : 30-7-86 : Letter to management by work¬ 
man. 

Ex. M12: 07-08-86: Letter to workman by the manage¬ 
ment. 

Ex. M13 : 21-08-86: Inter-Office letter reg. unauthorised 
absence of workman. 

Ex. M14: 09-09-86: Proceedings of Disciplinary 
authority. 

Ex. M15 : 22-09-86 : Removal order. 

Ex. M16 : 30-10-86 : Paper publication In Kaflada daily. 

Ex. M17: 10-08-85: Appointment of enquiry officer, 

Ex. M!8; 26-05-85: Explanation submitted by workman 
to the enquiry officer. 
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New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1153.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the 
Aqncxurc in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of WCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 10-5-2001. 

(No. L-22012|50|99-IR(C-n)] 
N. P. KESHVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. G. Saxena, Presiding Officer. 

Reference No. CGIT: 101/2600 
Employers in relation to the management erf 
W.C.L. 

AND 

Their workman Shri Padmakar Jain 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi 
by cxersising the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub- 
Section (1) and Sub Section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ha? referred this dispute for 
adjudication vide order No. L-22012/J0/99-IR(CM-ll) dated 
25/31-08-1999 on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management namely Suptd. 
(M) Manager /Sub Area Manager, Nandgaon Incline/ 
Hindustan Lalpeth U/G Sub Area of WCL, Distt. 
Chandrapur in terminating Sh Padmakar Jain, £x- 
.Loader, Nandgaon Incline is legal, proper and 
justified 7 If not, to what relief is the woikman 
entitled ?” 

This reference was received on 20-10-99 at C.G.I.T. No. 2, 
Mumbai and Statement of Claim was filed by Sh. Padmakar 
Jain, workman on 22-06-2000. The workman men¬ 
tioned in his Statement of Claim that he was appointed as 
Ex-Loader at Nandgaon Incline, WCL and had completed 
10 years of service. He did hot attend his duty due to illness 
of his family members and his poor health. He was also 
suffering from physical neurosis and mental tension. 

The chargesheet was issued to him on 24-06-1996. He had 
participated in enquiry with co-worker Shri K. D. Aher, 
Senior Overman of Nandgaon Incline. 

The workman says that he could not attend his duties 
from 1989 to 1996. He was mentally retarded so he could 
not defend himself during Departmental Enquiry, He hus 
claimed for - reinstatement from 14-05-1997 with continuity 
in service and consequential benefits. 

The management, W.C.L. contested the case. In the Written 
Statement filed on 11-02-2000 management has given the 
details of the attendance of each year of this workman from 
19§9 to 1997, Ip the year 1994 he worked for 92 days, in 
1995 he worked for 72 days, in 1996 he worked for 96 days, 
in 1997 he worked only for 37 days. 

The workman had submitted certificate regarding his Ill¬ 
ness from 01-08-96 to 14-09-96. This certificate Is ftom 
Medical Officer, Primary Health Centre, Ballarpur, This 
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certificate was obtained on 15-09-96, This certificate shows 
that workman was fit to resume duty from 15-09-1996. 

The documents of the management M-9 shows that in the 
month of September, 1996 he worked only for 5 days, in 
October, 1996 for 11 days, in November, 1996 for 7 days 
and in December, 1996 for 11 days. 

The application dated 04-07-1S98 (W-9) of workman shows 
that from 14-05-1997 he was not provided any work. 

In this court the workman Siri Padmakar Jain appeared 
on 02-08 2000, but the counsel fui workman did not turn up 
to conduct the case. The case was aujouraed to 29-08-2000 
and 22-09-2000. The workman came on these dates, but his 
advocate did not turn up to conduct the case. On 22-09-2000 
the workman represented that he does not know the name 
of his advocate. On 13-11-2000 neither the workman turned 
ud nor any advocate appeared to conduct his case. The 
Vakalatnama of Shri Anand Purohit, Advocate dated 
22-06-2000 is on the file. The case was adjourned to 
18-01-2001, 20-02-2001, 27-02-2001, 29-03-2 001 and 
04-04-2001. No affidavit was subm'tted by workman In 
support of his claim. The counsel for workman also did not 
produce any evidence in support of the claim of workman. 

In the above circumstances the workman did not produce 
any evidence to show that he was men'ally retarded. There is 
no evidence that he was suffering from any mental disease 
due to which he did not work regularly from 1994 to 1997. 

In these circumstances the termination order of his service 
dated 14-05-97 after holding enquiry against him is justified. 

ORDER 

The action of the management namely Suntd. (M) Manager/ 
Sub Area Manager, Nandgnon Incline/Hindustan Lalpcth 
U/G Sub Area of WCL, Distt. Chandrapur in terminating 
Sh. Padmakar Jain, Ex-Loader, Nandgaon Incline dated 
14-05-97 Is legal and justified. 

The workman Is not entitled to any relief. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

B. G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 

Date : 04-04-2001 
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Now Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S O. 1154.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal /Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of WCL and their v/orkman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 10-5-2001. 

INo. L-22012/178/91-IR(C-TI)J 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE 'THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT: 

Shri B. G. Saxena, Presiding Officer. 

Reference No. CGIT: 145/2000 
Employers in relation to the management of 
W.C.L. 

AND 

Their workman Shri M. V. Thakre 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New I)eihi 
by exercising the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub- 
Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute for 
adjudication vide order No. L-22012/178/91-IR(C-1I) dated 
29-07-91 on following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the dismissal order dated 21-10-90 issued by 
the Sub Area Manager, Durgapur Open Cast Sub 
Area, WCL, Chandrapur, in respect of Shri M. V. 
Thakre, Dumper Operator is justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled 7” 

The workman Shri M. V, Thakre was working as Dumper 
Operator with Sub Area Manager, Durgapur Open Cast Sub 
Area, WCL, Chandrapur since 1984. He became active 
member of the Trade Union of the workers since 1987. The 
chargesheets were issued to him prior to this incidence as 
well but he was not punished in any case. On 17-06-90 charge- 
sheet No. 416 was issued to the workman under Mode) 
Standing Order of the company clause 17(1)C. !7(1)S and 
17(1)C, 17(1)G and the workman was placed under 

suspension. 

The workman M. V. Thakre then protested on 18-06-90 
at 4.30 P.M. The workman went to the Manager/Dy. OME. 
Durgapur Opencast Shri A. JC Mukherjee at his office and 
raised the question regarding the chargesheet issued to him 
on 17-06-90. At the same time Shri N. C. Choudhary, Under 
Manager also came in the office of Shri A. K. Mukherjee. 
The workman started abusing Shri A. K. Mukherice and 
attempted to assault on his neck. Shri N, C. Choudhary 
intervened and tried to ease the situation. The workman M. V. 
Thakre started abusing Shri N. C. Choudhary and threatened 
him. He also went to the office of Shri N. C. Choudhary 
and m’sbehaved with him. He again threatened Mr. Choudhary. 
Under Manager. For this misconduct an other chargesheet 
bearing No 421 dated 19-06-90 was issued against workman 
under Model Standing Order clause l7(i)E, 17(1)0, t7(i)R, 
17(i)V, 17(i)C, 170RG, 17(i)T. 

Shri R. Prasad was appointed as Enquiry Officer, He 
started enquiry from 27-6-90. The workman moved the 
application that some other Enquiry Officer be appointed. 
He moved the application on 02-07-90 and participated in 
enquiry. He again moved several applications for adioum- 
ment but Enquiry Officer concluded the enquiry and sub¬ 
mitted detailed Enquiry Report. On 21-10-90 the Sub Area 
Manager after looking into the Enquiry Report passed the 
order of dismissal of workman with Immediate effect. 

In the Written Statement the management has stated ,thaf 
the workman had been misbehaving the Superior Officeis 
pr;or to 18-6-90 w-11, rv, the alleg»d dated 18-6-90 he 

misbehaved with 2 Senior Officers Shri A. K. Mukherjee and 
Shri N. C, Choudhary in their office. He also attempted to 
assault Shri A. K, Mukherjee. The charge of misconduct 
was proved against him during the enquiry and his services 
were terminated. 

The workman in this case was represented by S. R. Pendre, 
General Secretary, Lai Bavta Koyia Kamgar Union, Chandra 
pur. For the management of W.C.L. Shri B. N. Prasad, 
Advocate conducted the case. 

I have heard the oral and written arguments submitted by 
both the parties and have perused the entire evidence oft 
record. 
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On 08-01-2001 Shri B. N. Prasad represented that the 
employer does not want to produce any turtner oral cvidenco 
with regard to the punishment i.e. dismissal. Management 
will rely upon the documents for this aspect of the case. 
On 08-01-2001 Shri S. R. Pendrc also noted on the order 
sheet that no more evidence is to be produced by the work¬ 
man regarding the dismissal. 

The workman has taken the plea that the Enquiry Officer 
was not changed on his request hence the enquiry is purverse. 
Tin argument is baseless. It is for the management to dec.de 
as to which officer shall conduct the enquiry. The workman 
cannot claim that the Enquiry Officer should be of his choice. 
There is no reason on record to believe that Shri R. Prasad 
who conducted enquiry against the woikman had any pre¬ 
judice in his mind against the workman when he started the 
enquiry. The Enquiry Officer gave sufficient apportunity to 
the* workman to defend himself and the workman also got 
co-worker Shri V- P. Thakre to represent him during the 
enquiry proceedings. V. U. Thakre attended the proceeding 
with the workman in the proceedings dated 02-07-90. The 
copies of the documents were supplied to the workman. Oral 
evidence of Shri A. K, Mukherjee was also recoided in 
02-07-90. The model standing orders were also shown to 
thi workman, but h'w representative V. U. Thakre left the 
enquiry proceeding at 1.00 P.M. saying that he has to attend 
ohe marriage and he cannot represent the workman. How¬ 
ever on the request of workman the enquiry was adjourned 
to 04-07-90. On this date the co-worker V. U. Thakre who 
was representing the workman, did not prefere to cross- 
examine, the witness of management Shri A. K. Mukherjee 
and represented that the workman Shri M. V, Thakre was 
going to obtain the stay order from the court. 

On 05-07-90 the workman M. V. Thakre again tried to 
prolonge the enquiry proceedings saying that his wife is 
expecting delivery within a day or two. The proceedmgs 
were further adjourned to 07-07-90. On this day the defence 
representative of the workman Shri V. U. Thakre d ; d not 
cross examine the witness and closed the cross examination. 
Shri M. V. Thakre then represented that he should be g : ven 
aonther oooortulnty to bring another co-worker to represent 
his-case. The case was adjourned to 11-07-90. 

On 11-07-90 the workman M. V. Thakre represented that 
he had filed a case in the Labour Court and hence he will 
not sit in the Departmental Enquiry. Again the Fnauiry 
Officer nd'oumed the onnninr for 14-7-00 No sfav order 
wa« submitted hv M. V. Thakre hence Enquiry Officer 
continued the enquiry. 

"Tie above proceedings therefore show that the woikman 
had been himself trying to keep the enquiry lingering on. 

The workman's representative Shri S. R. Pendrc has 
argued that the enquiry has been conducted ex parte. 

If the workman himself avoids to participate in Ihe enquiry 
and absents himself for one reason or the other, the Enquiry 
Officer has no option but to conclude the enquiry. 

In the above circumstances the enquiry cannot be considered 
ex parte. 

The workman was given full opportunity to defend himself 
in the enquiry proceedings by the Enquiry Officer. He was 
also allowed to be represented through co-worker of bis 
choice V. U. Thakre. but this co-worker himself did not 
prefer to help the workman till the conclusion of the 
enquiry. 

fn the circumstances discussed above the enquiry conducted 
against workman was fair. It was also conducted according 
to tho principles of natural justice. 

So far as the punishment is concerned, I have considered 
the arguments of both the parties. In the statement of claim 
itself, the workman has mentioned that prior to this Inc'der.ce 
as well the workman was issued chargesheet No. 416 dated 
17;06-90 for his misconduct. On the alleged day i.e. 18-06-90 
at d 30 p.M. the workman tri'-d tn ass”"lt to Shri A. K. 
Mukherjee and also abused him in his office. He aiso abused 
Shri N. C. Choudharv, Under Manager in his office, who 
tried to settle the matter. 

The above misconduct of the workman has been proved 
during the enquiry. He has therefore been rightly nunlshed 
for dismissal from service. The punishment awarded to the 


workman cannot be considered disproportionate. The order 
of dismissal dated 21-10-90 by Sub Area Manager, Duigapur 
Open cast Sub Area, WCL, Chandrapur m respect of Shri 
M. V. Thakre, Dumper Operator is proper and justified. 

ORDER 

The dismissal oroder issued dated 21-10-90 by Sub Aiea 
Manager, Durgapur Open Cast Sub Area, WCL, Chandrapur 
In respect of the M, V. Thakre, Dumper Operator is jujlified. 

The workman is not entitled to any other relief. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

3-4-2001. 

B. G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 

io 200 1 
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New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1155.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal! 
Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of WCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-5-2001. 

[No. L-22012|556|99-IR(C-n)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT : 

Shri B. G. Saxena, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT : 22812000 
Employers in relation to the Management of 
Chief General Manager, W.C.L., 

AND 

Their workman Shri Yusuf Diwan 
AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, by exercising the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of Sub-section (I) & Sub-section 2( A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 has 
referred th’s dispute for adjudication vide Order 
No. L-22012!556|99-IR(CM-II) dated 27-7-2000 
on the following schedule. 
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SCHEDULE 


“Whether the action of the managment of 
WCL, Pench Area, P.O. Paxasia, Distt. 
Chhindwara (MP) in not correcting the 
date of birth of Shri Yusuf Diwan, Pipe 
Line Fitter of V.T.C. of WCL, Barkui 
is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled ?” 

The workman Sh. Yusuf Diwan, Pipe Line Fitter 
of V.T.C., of WCL had raised the dispute for cor¬ 
recting his date of birth. The management has sub¬ 
mitted written statement through Shri R.B. Mishra, 
Area Personnel Manager. Shri Mishra is present in 
the court and represented the case for management. 
He represented that workman is still in service. 
The dispute has been rejected by the union of the 
workman claiming for correction of his date of 
birth in office record. 

In the record of office of WCL his date of birth 
is noted as 1-7-47. His date of birth is not 1-7-50. 
The workman was intially appointed as Eklehra 
Colliery w.e.f., 10-6-72. In “Form B“ which is 
maintained by the management his date of birth is 
recorded as 1-7-47. The matter regarding the cor¬ 
rection of his age was considered by the manage¬ 
ment. 

The workman did not submit any statement of 
claim in the court, though the case was adjourned 
several time from 28-9-2000 to 28-2-2001. Regis¬ 
tered Notice was also issued to the workman on, 
18-1-2001, but neither the workman turned up to 
submit the statement of claim nor any representative 
of his union appeared in the court to represent the 
workman and to contest the case for woifkman. 

As the workman did not contest the case and 
has not submitted any statement of claim in support 
of the dispute raised by him, the case should be 
disposed off for want of prosecution. 

ORDER 

The workman Sh. Yusuf Diwan, Pipe Lino 

Fitter of V.T.C. of WCL, Barkui has not submitted 
any statement of claim either himself or through 
his union. Hence, the reference is disposed off for 
want of prosecution. 

29-3-2001 

B, G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
to ui, 2001 
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New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1156.—In, pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal! 
Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the. management of WCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 10-5-2001. 

LiNo. L-22012[593[99-IR(C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT : 

Shri B. G. Saxena, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT : 22412000 
Employers in relation to the management of 
W.C.L. 

AND 

Their workman Shri Soma Zadbaji Mohankar 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by exercising the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 has referred this dispute for adjudication vide 
Order No., L-22012|593|99-IR{CM II) dated 
13-7-2000 on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of die management of 
WCL through its Sub Area Manager, 
Pipla Sub Area, P.O. Walni Mines Tah: 
Saoner, Distt. Nagpur in dismissing the 
services of Sh. Soma Zadbaji Mohankar 
R|o Itangaon, P.O. Itangaon, Tah. 
Parseoni, Distt. Nagpur w.e.f. 21-6-1991 
is justified, legal and proper ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

Soma S|q Zadbaji Mohankar had sent his State¬ 
ment of Claim by post on 20-10-2000. The work¬ 
man did not turn up on next date fixed i.e. 
11-12-2000. The case was adjourned to 17-1-2001 
and 21-2-2001. Neither the workman turned up 
nor his counsel turned up on these dates. The 
Vakalatnama of Shri Jay ant Bhoot, Advocate was 
filed on 20-10-2000. After this date the advocate 
also did not appear in the court to conduct the case 
for workman. 
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The counsel for management of W.C.L. Shri 
Ashish S. Mehadia is present. He represent that 
workman has not supplied the copy of Statement 
of Claim to him. Hence, he is unable to submit any 
Written Statement for management. 

In this case neither the workman is interested in 
producing any evidence in support of his claim nor 
the management has submitted any Written State¬ 
ment. 

In the above circumstances when the workman 
is himself avoiding to contest the case, the reference 
should be disposed off for want of prosecution. 

ORDER 

No evidence is produce by workman in support 
of his Statement of Claim. Neither the workman is 
turning up nor his counsel has appeared since 
11 -12-2000 to contest the case. 

The reference is therefore disposed off for want 
of prosecution. 

Date : 4-4-2001 

B. G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 


Thursday, the 12th day of April, 2001 

Industrial Dispute No. 86 of 2000 

BETWEEN : 

Ayub Khan, Coal Filler, 

Ramakrishnapur Division, 

Ravindrakhani 5 Incline, Rep„ 
by G. Swamy, Vice President, 

S.C. Workers Union (AITUC) 

Sreerampur, Dist. Adilabad. . .. Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

S.C. Co. Ltd., 

Ramakrishnapur Area. ■ ■. Respondent 

This petition coming before me for hearing in 
the presence of Sri C. S. N. Reddy, Advocate for 
the respondent, no representation for petitioner and 
having stood over for consideration till this date, 
the court passed the following ;— 

AWARD 

Claimant called absent. 


fo*fr, to 20ot 


No representation. Reference closed. 


^r.m. ii 57 .—toWrfwfasfi'rrrferfhw, 1947 
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trriFP: tm. tft.tfup-r. % wratr % twu fafrinrh 
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[ff. 0 ^- 22025 / 25/200 i-arf tnr. (tft-II)] 
^r. ft. tom, *rfmrrift 

New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1157.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Ceutral Government hereby publishes the award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal|Labour 
Court, Godavari Khani, as shown in the An- 
nexure in the Industrial Dispute between the em- 
plo)ers in relation to the management of SCCL 
and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government 011 9-5-2001. 

[No, L-22025125; 2001 -IR(C-II) 3 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
GODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT : 


Pronounced by me in the open court on this, 
12th day of April, 2001. 

P. GURUNADHA RAO, Chairman-aim. 

Presiding Officer 

famt, 10 *rf, 2001 
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New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1158.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the a\vard of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal! 
Labour Court, Godavarikhani, as shown in the 
Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of S. C. 
C. L. and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 9-5-2001. 


Sri P. Guranadha Rao, B.Sc., B.L., 
Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer. 


[No, L-22025125|2001-IR(C-H] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
GODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT : 

Sri P. Gurunadha Rao, B.Sc., B.L., 
Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer. 

Thursday, the 19th day of April, 2001 
Industrial Dispute No. 84 of 1997 
BETWEEN : 

Ch. Sheshagiri, Sjo Ch. Sudarshanam, 

Age 30 yrs. Occ : Un-employee. 

R|o. Jaggaiahpet village of Bhimini Mandai of 

Adilabad Dist. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. General Manager, 

Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd., 

Bellampalli. 

2. Managing Director, 

S. C. Company Ltd., 

Kothagudem, Dist. Khammaxn. . .. Respondents 

This petition coming before me for final hearing 
in the presence of Sri S. Bhagavantha Rao, Advo¬ 
cate for the petitioner and of Sri C. S. N. Reddy, 
Advocate for the respondents and having stood 
over for consideration till this date, the court 
passed the following :— 

AWARD 

1. This is a petition filed U|s. 2-A(2) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, as amended by 
A. P. Amendment Act, 1987. 

Facts of the case briefly are as follows :— 

The petitioner underwent Electrician Training in 
the respondent company under Apprenticeship Act 
from 25-3-89 to 24-3-90. After completion of the 
Training, the petitioner worked in the respondent 
company from 25-3-90 to 24-4-91. He was ap¬ 
pointed by the second respondent on 25-3-90 orally 
as daily-wage worker. He was removed from the 
service on 25-4-91 by the first respondent. 

2. Respondent No. 1 filed counter stating that the 
petitioner was appointed as Apprentice on 23-5-89 
under Apprenticeship Act, 1961 to undergo train¬ 
ing for a period of one year. The Apprenticeship of 
the petitioner was terminated by an order dated 
28-1-90. 

Second respondent filed memo adopting the 
counter filed by the first respondent. 

3. Advocate for the petitioner reported no ins¬ 
tructions. Petitioner called absent. 

Ex. M-l is marked. 

Heard respondent. 

4 . The point for consideration is whether the 
petitioner is entitled to be reinstated into service. 


[Pari II—Sec. 3 (if)] 


5. Point :—Ex. M-l is office order showing that 
the Apprenticeship of the petitioner stands termi¬ 
nated w.e.f. 24-8-90. 

The petitioner has not adduced any evidence to 
show that he was appointed by the respondent com¬ 
pany after the Apprenticeship was over. 

Even according to the petitioner, he worked upto 
24-4-91 alter tne Apprenticeship was over, fit tnat 
was so, he would have filed tfie present petition im¬ 
mediately after his termination. But tne present 
petition was filed on 16-5-97, i.e., more than six 
years after his alleged termination. It cannot be 
believed that the petitioner was appointed by the 
respondent company after the Apprenticeship was 
over. 

I, therefore, consider that the petitioner cannot 
be reinstated into service. Hence, I answer the point, 
accordingly. 

In the result, this petition is dismissed. Each 
party do bear their own costs. 

Typed to my dictation, corrected and pronounced 
by me in the open court on this, 19th day of April, 
2001. 

P. GURUNADHA RAO, Chairman-cum- 

Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE 
Witnesses-examined : 

For Workman : Nil. 

For Management: Nil. 

Exhibits : 

For Workman : Nil. 

For Management : 

Ex. M-l dt. 1-3-90 Office-order. 

4 f fkkfi to 4 f, 2001 
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New Delhi, the 10th May, 2001 

S.O. 1159.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Gov -rnment 
hereby publishes the awRrd of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Godavarikhani, as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the em¬ 
ployers in relation to the management of SCCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 9-5-2001. 

[No. L-22025|25|200l-IR(C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT. OODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT: 

Sri P. Gurunadha Rao, B.Sc., B.L., 

Chainnan-cum-Presiding Officer. 
Thursday, the 19th Day of April, 2001 
Industrial Dispute No, 85 of 1999 

BETWEEN 


Paga Chanti, 

S/o Mallalab, 

Age 33 years, 

Occ. Ex-Coal Filler, 

R/o Ammapuram, 

Wo Cherial Revenue 
Mandal of Warangal District. 


Petitioner 


AND 

The General Manager, 
Sringareni Collieries Co. Ltd,, 
Ramakundam Arca-II. 
Godavarikhani. 


, Respondent 


This petition coming before me for final hearing in the 
picience of Sri N. N, Chary, Advocate for the petitioner 
ai)r< of Sri C. S. N. Reddy, Advocate for the respondent i nd 
having stood over for consideration till this date, the o">urt 
pass.d the following:— 

AWARO 

1. This is a petition filed U/s. 2-A(2) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, as amended by A.P., Amendment Act, 
1987 

Facts of the case briefly are as follows :— 

The petitioner worked as Coal-Filler in the respondent 
company, in the year, 1997, he fell sick and becam irregular 
to his duties. Charge-sheet was issued against the petitioner 
|for his irregular attendance. Domestic enquiry was conducted 
and the petitioner was removed from the service on 23-12-98. 

2. Respondent filed counter. 

3. Advocate for the petitioner reported no Instructions. 

Petitioner called absent. 

Ex M-l to Ex. M-14 are marked. 

Heard respondent. 

4. The point for consideration is whether the charge against 
the petitioner is proved, if so, whether the punishment of 
removal of the petitioner from the service is in proportion to 
the charge. 

5. POINT:—Ex. M-I is attendance particulars of the 
petitioner for the year, 1997. 

Ex. M-2 is pay particulars of the petitioner for the 
year, 1997. 

Ex. M-3 is charge-sheet. 

Ex. M-5 is explanation to the charge-sheet. 


The petitioner stated that due to his ill-health, he could 
not attend to duty regularly. 

He admitted the charge. 

6. Ex. M-7 is enquiry notice. 

Ex. M-9 is enquiry report. 

Ex. M-ll is returned registered cover. 

Ex. M-12 is publication in Andhra Jyothi da'ly. 

Ex. M-l 3 is proceedings dt. 23-12-98 dismissing the 
petitioner from the service. 

7. The petitioner remained exparte in the enquiry. Even 
then, he admitted the charge in his explanation to the charge- 
sheet. 

8. Ex. M-4 is private medical certificate produced by the 
petitioner. It shows that the petitioner was suffering from 
fever and Gastricitis from 3-9-98 to 14-9-98. The charge 
was that he was irregular in duties in the year, 1997. The 
petitioner has not produced any medical certificate to show 
that he was prevented from attending to duty m the year, 
1997. 

I, therefore, consider that the charge against the petitioner 
is proved and the punishment of removal of the petitioner 
from the service is in proportion to the charge. Hence, I 
answer the point accordingly. 

In the result, this petition is dismissed. The order of removal 
of the petitioner from the service is confirmed. Each party 
to bear their own costs. 

Typed to my dictation, corrected and pronounced by me 
in the open court on this, 19th day of April, 2001. 

P. GURUNADHA RAO, Chalrman-cum-Preaidlng Officer 
Appendix of Evidence 
Wltnessea-examined 


For Management: 
-Nil- 


Exhibits 


For Workman: 

-Nil- 

For Workman: 

-Nil- 

For Management: 

Ex. M-l dt. .. Attendance particulars of the peti¬ 
tioner for the year of 1997. 

Ex, M-2 dt .. Pay sheet particulars of the peti¬ 
tioner for the year, 1997. 

Ex. M-3 dt. 31-3-98 Charge-sheet. 

Ex. M-4 dt. 21-9-98 Fit certificate and medical certificate. 
Ex. M-5 dt. 4-10-98 Reply to charge-sheet. 

Ex. M-6 dt. 29-9-98 Enquiry officer nomination letter. 
Ex. M-7 dt. .. Enquiry notice. 

Ex. M-8 dt, 4-10-98 Enquiry proceedings. 

Ex. M-9 dt. -do- Enquiry report. 

Ex. M-10 dt. 16-11-98 Show-cause notice. 

Ex. M-ll dt. 25-11-98 Postal returned cover with ack. 

Ex. M-12 dt, 9-12-98 Paper publication In Telugu 
Andhra Jyothi (xerox copy). 

Ex. M-13 dt. 23-12-98 Offioe-order. 

Ex. M-14 dt. -do- Dismissal letter. 
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[Part H*—Sec. 3 v ~ 
New Delhi, the 6th May, 2001 

S.O. 1160.—In exercise of powers conferred by sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 5A, of the Employees Provident 
Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 
of 1952), the Central Government hereby appoints 
Shri Suresh M. Deora as a member of the Central 
Board of Trustees and makes the following amendment 
in the Notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Labour S.O. 321(E) dated the 9th April, 
1997 published in Part II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) 
of the Gazette of India. Extraordinary dated 10th 
April, 1997 

In the said notification for entries against SI. No. 
32 the following entries shall be substituted, namely:— 

Shri Suresh M. Deora, 

Honorary General Secretary, AIMO, 

Jeevan Sahakar 4th Floor, 

Sir P. M. Road Fort, 

Mumbai-400001. 

[F. No. V-20012/1 /97-SS-II] 
M. C. MITTAL, Dy. Secy. 
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